DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  1994 


j,v:mv-:<KxV!. 


Y4.AP  6/1:168/4/994/ 
PT.3 

Depirtnent  of  TriAsportation  and  Re.. 


JNGS 


.4«J 
BEFORE  A 

SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE  HUNDRED  THIRD  CONGRESS 

FIRST  SESSION 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS 

BOB  CARR,  Michigan,  Chairman 

RICHARD  J.  DURBIN,  Illinois  FRANK  R.  WOLF,  Virginia 

MARTIN  OLAV  SABO,  Minnesota  TOM  DeLAY,  Texas 

DAVID  E.  PRICE,  North  Carolina  RALPH  REGULA,  Ohio 

RONALD  D.  COLEMAN,  Texas 
THOMAS  M.  FOGLIETTA,  Pennsylvania 

Delacroix  Davis  III,  Richard  E.  Efford,  Cheryl  L.  Smith,  and  Linda  J.  Muir, 

Subcommittee  Staff 

PART  3 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION:  p^^^ 

Coast  Guard 713 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 297 

Office  of  the  Secretary 505 

Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation 153 

Secretary  of  Transportation i 1 

RELATED  AGENCIES: 

Architectural  and  Transportation  Barriers  Compliance 

Board .^.^i 255 

Panama  Canal  Commission 187 

Printed  for  the  use  of  the  ,,ftiHJ2Kttei|^j)n  Appropriations 


Committee  on  Appropriations 


i^ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND 
REUTED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  1994 


HEARINGS 

BEFORE  A 

SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE  HUNDRED  THIRD  CONGRESS 

FIRST  SESSION 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS 

BOB  CARR,  Michigan,  Chairman 

RICHARD  J.  DURBIN,  Illinois  FRANK  R.  WOLF,  Virginia 

MARTIN  OLAV  SABO,  Minnesota  TOM  DeLAY,  Texas 

DAVID  E.  PRICE,  North  Carolina  RALPH  REGULA,  Ohio 

RONALD  D.  COLEMAN,  Texas 
THOMAS  M.  FOGLIETTA,  Pennsylvania 

Delacroix  Davis  III,  Richard  E.  Efford,  Cheryl  L.  Smith,  and  Linda  J.  Muir, 

Subcommittee  Staff 


PART  3 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION:  Page 

Coast  Guard 713 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 297 

Office  of  the  Secretary 505 

Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation 153 

Secretary  of  Transportation 1 

RELATED  AGENCIES: 

Architectural  and  Transportation  Barriers  Compliance 

Board 255 

Panama  Canal  Commission 187 


Printed  for  the  use  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


U.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 
67-709  O  WASHINGTON  :  1993 

For  sale  by  the  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  Congressional  Sales  Office,  Washington,  DC  20402 
ISBN   0-16-041064-9 


COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
WILLIAM  H.  NATCHER,  Kentucky,  Chairman 


JAMIE  L.  WHITTEN,  Mississippi, 

Vice  Chairman 
NEAL  SMITH,  Iowa 
SIDNEY  R.  YATES,  Illinois 
DAVID  R.  OBEY,  Wisconsin 
LOUIS  STOKES,  Ohio 
TOM  BEVILL,  Alabama 
JOHN  P.  MURTHA,  Pennsylvania 
CHARLES  WILSON,  Texas 
NORMAN  D.  DICKS,  Washington 
MARTIN  OLAV  SABO,  Minnesota 
JULIAN  C.  DIXON,  California 
VIC  FAZIO,  California 
W.  G.  (BILL)  HEFNER,  North  Carolina 
STENY  H.  HOYER,  Maryland 
BOB  CARR,  Michigan 
RICHARD  J.  DURBIN,  Illinois 
RONALD  D.  COLEMAN,  Texas 
ALAN  B.  MOLLOHAN,  West  Virginia 
JIM  CHAPMAN,  Texas 
MARCY  KAPTUR,  Ohio 
DAVID  E.  SKAGGS,  Colorado 
DAVID  E.  PRICE,  North  Carolina 
NANCY  PELOSI,  California 
PETER  J.  VISCLOSKY,  Indiana 
THOMAS  M.  FOGLIETTA,  Pennsylvania 
ESTEBAN  EDWARD  TORRES,  California 
GEORGE  (BUDDY)  DARDEN,  Georgia 
NITA  M.  LOWEY,  New  York 
RAY  THORNTON,  Arkansas 
JOSfi  E.  SERRANO,  New  York 
ROSA  L.  DeLAURO,  Connecticut 
JAMES  P.  MORAN,  Virginia 
DOUGLAS  "PETE"  PETERSON,  Florida 
JOHN  W.  OLVER,  Massachusetts 
ED  PASTOR,  Arizona 
CARRIE  P.  MEEK,  Florida 


JOSEPH  M.  McDADE,  Pennsylvania 

JOHN  T.  MYERS,  Indiana 

C.  W.  BILL  YOUNG,  Florida 

RALPH  REGULA,  Ohio 

BOB  LIVINGSTON,  Louisiana 

JERRY  LEWIS,  California 

JOHN  EDWARD  PORTER,  Illinois 

HAROLD  ROGERS,  Kentucky 

JOE  SKEEN,  New  Mexico 

FRANK  R.  WOLF,  Virginia 

TOM  DeLAY,  Texas 

JIM  KOLBE,  Arizona 

DEAN  A.  GALLO,  New  Jersey 

BARBARA  F.  VUCANOVICH,  Nevada 

JIM  LIGHTFOOT,  Iowa 

RON  PACKARD,  California 

SONNY  CALLAHAN,  Alabama 

HELEN  DELICH  BENTLEY,  Maryland 

JAMES  T.  WALSH,  New  York 

CHARLES  H.  TAYLOR,  North  Carolina 

DAVID  L.  HOBSON,  Ohio 

ERNEST  J.  ISTOOK,  Jr.,  Oklahoma 

HENRY  BONILLA,  Texas 


Frederick  G.  Mohrman,  Clerk  and  Staff  Director 


(ID 


DEPARTMENT    OF    TRANSPORTATION    AND    RE- 
LATED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1994 


Thursday,  March  25,  1993. 
SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

WITNESSES 

FEDERICO  PENA,  SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

KATHERINE  COLLINS,  ACTING  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  BUDGET  AND 
PROGRAMS 

Introduction 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  morning.  We  will  call  this  session  of  the  Trans- 
portation Appropriations  Subcommittee  to  order. 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Secretary  Pena.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  welcome  you  back  to  the  subcom- 
mittee. We  appreciate  you  being  with  us  today.  The  purpose,  of 
course,  is  to  support  the  Department's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  re- 
quest. 

We  are  proceeding  a  little  out  of  order  because  we  still  haven't 
received  the  details  of  the  President's  budget,  which  I  understand, 
will  be  submitted  to  Congress  about  April  5th.  However,  0MB  is 
permitting  cabinet  members  to  testify  in  advance  of  that  date.  The 
only  budget  information  provided  so  far  is  the  document  accompa- 
nying the  President's  February  17th  speech. 

The  appropriation  request,  apparently,  will  be  released  by  the 
Department  today.  So  we  do  not  have  available  to  us  the  normal 
amount  of  information  that  we  have  at  the  time  of  the  Secretary's 
hearing,  but  I  am  sure  that  we  have  enough  to  have  a  meaningful 
exchange.  I  know  that  the  members  will  want  to  quiz  you  about 
that  information  as  the  country  is  very  interested  in  the  direction 
for  the  Department. 

For  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Department  has  requested  for  programs 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  subcommittee  a  total  of  $39.9  billion 
in  appropriations,  obligation  limitations,  and  other  authority.  This 
amount  compares  to  $35.9  billion  currently  available  to  the  Depart- 
ment and  the  $40.1  billion  that  will  be  available  if  the  supplemen- 
tal is  enacted  as  it  has  passed  in  the  House  earlier  this  month. 

Mr.  Secretary,  for  the  past  2  days  the  subcommittee  has  taken 
testimony  from  public  witnesses  on  a  host  of  issues.  Thus  far,  their 
requests  have  exceeded  the  budget  authority  by  $1.5  billion.  I 
should  add  that  the  subcommittee  will  hold  3  or  4  more  days  of 
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hearings  from  public  witnesses  so  the  total  is  bound  to  grow  consid- 
erably. 

Obviously,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  accommodate  all  these  re- 
quests, nor  should  we.  Not  all  projects  for  which  the  funding  is 
sought  are  of  high  quality  and  are  nationally  worthwhile.  I  am 
sure  they  are  all  in  various  forms  locally  worthwhile.  In  some 
cases,  people  are  looking  for  funding  far  in  advance  of  actual  need. 
In  other  instances,  new  projects  are  proposed  that  just  barely  meet 
the  non-Federal  share  requirements.  In  today's  budget  climate,  I 
am  not  sure  that  is  good  enough. 

During  the  hearing  today,  among  many  other  topics,  I  want  to 
explore  with  you  ideas  on  how  we  both  can  do  a  better  job  of  ensur- 
ing that  only  quality  projects  will  be  funded  and  that  limited  tax 
dollars  will  be  used  for  good,  long-term  economic  growth  opportuni- 
ties for  the  Nation. 

Once  again,  Mr.  Secretary,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  have  you  with  us. 
We  appreciate  your  accommodating  our  schedule. 

Secretary  Pena.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  good 
morning  to  the  members  of  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  statement  in  full  will  be  placed  in  the  record.  I 
ask  that  you  hit  the  high  points  so  that  we  can  get  right  to  ques- 
tions. 

Statement  of  Secretary  Pena 

Secretary  Pena.  I  will  do  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  thank  you  and  the  members  of  the  Committee  for  the  leader- 
ship the  Committee  has  provided  over  the  past  few  years  in  helping 
guide  us  through  difficult  waters  as  we  have  made  investments  in 
transportation.  I  think  today,  because  of  this  committee's  very 
active  involvement,  we  have  been  able  to  see  significant  improve- 
ments in  our  programs  and  policies.  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  and  continuing  that  relationship  so  that  we  can  make  the  kind 
of  investments  that  are  important  for  the  country,  as  you  said,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

I  don't  have  to  say  to  any  member  of  this  Committee  that  invest- 
ment in  transportation  policies  and  programs  and  infrastructure  is 
absolutely  key  to  our  domestic  economy  and  to  improving  the  qual- 
ity of  life  for  Americans.  We  are  very  much  committed  to  that.  I 
think  the  budget  request  that  we're  making  reflects  that  commit- 
ment. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  also  very  sensitive  to  the  point  you 
made,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  that  we  want  to  be  sensitive  to  the  costs 
involved  and  also  committed  to  another  goal,  and  that  is  deficit  re- 
duction. So  trying  to  do  both  of  those  things — investing  in  a  quality 
way  and  in  a  targeted  way,  but  at  the  same  time  to  be  thoughtful 
of  our  expenditures  and  not  to  exacerbate  our  deficit  situation  is  a 
dual  goal  that  we  would  like  to  support. 

budget  overview 

Secondly,  let  me  talk  very  generally  about  the  budget  overview. 
You  have  already  indicated  that  our  budget  request  is  about  $39.9 
billion.  That  does  not  include  MARAD,  for  obvious  reasons.  But 
this  represents  about  a  10.9  percent  growth  over  the  fiscal  year 


1993  enacted  level.  Let  me  emphasis  that  if  the  President's  stimu- 
lus package  is  passed,  and  if  you  add  the  stimulus  amount  to  the 
fiscal  year  1993  enacted  level,  then  you  will  see  that  the  fiscal  year 

1994  requested  amount  is  about  the  same  that  we  would  be  funding 
in  fiscal  year  1993. 

I  make  that  point  because  I  know  at  our  last  session  a  number  of 
members  raised  the  question  about  the  continuity  of  our  invest- 
ment program  and  whether  or  not  the  stimulus  package  was 
simply  a  one-shot  effort.  As  you  see,  the  fiscal  year  1994  invest- 
ment proposal  continues  the  investment  we  started  with  the  stimu- 
lus package. 

Also,  we  are  proposing  to  reduce  staffing  by  almost  1,800  FTE  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994.  And  we  are  committed  to  reducing  ad- 
ministrative expenses  by  $28  million  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Those  are  the  general  points  I  want  to  make  in  giving  you  an 
overview  of  the  budget.  Now  let  me  talk  about  the  themes. 

DEPARTMENTAL  THEMES 

There  are  five  themes  that  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  reflects. 
One  is  making  strategic — and  I  want  to  emphasize  the  word  strate- 
gic— transportation  investments  to  strengthen  our  economy  to  en- 
courage the  full  economic  potential  of  the  Nation,  ensuring  that 
our  transportation  systems  do  not  become  a  constraint  on  our  eco- 
nomic activity.  Recognizing  that  $1  out  of  $6  of  GDP  are  now  in- 
volved in  one  fashion  or  another  in  transportation-related  activities 
emphasizes  the  need  for  us  to  have  a  speedy  system,  one  that  is  re- 
liable, and  one  that  is  cost-effective. 

Our  budget  has  included  in  it  $28.4  billion  for  infrastructure  in- 
vestment, which  is  about  71  percent  of  our  overall  budget.  This 
gives  you  a  sense  of  our  priority  and  where  most  of  the  money  is 
going  in  the  entire  budget,  71  percent  is  going  for  direct  infrastruc- 
ture spending. 

As  we  shape  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget,  there  are  two  particular 
industries  where  you  will  see  us  spend  some  time  and  attention: 
the  revitalization  of  the  airline  industry  and  the  maritime  indus- 
try. 

The  second  general  point  is  safety.  Safety  is  going  to  continue  to 
be  a  primary  responsibility  for  the  Department.  It  ranges  from 
safety  inspections  to  maritime  safety  to  safety  grants  to  States  and 
localities.  The  budget  proposes  $1.95  billion  for  safety  programs.  It 
also  involves  a  commitment  to  hazardous  materials  training  and 
also  reducing  highway  deaths  through  a  number  programs  that  we 
have  in  the  Department. 

A  third  theme  for  fiscal  year  1994  budget  is  strengthening  the 
link  between  transportation  and  environmental  policy.  We  want  to 
support  and  promote  planning  and  projects  which  will  support  the 
environment  and  to  mitigate  environmental  damage.  We  do  this, 
for  example,  through  the  congestion  mitigation  funds  which  are 
available  under  the  highway  law.  We  want  to  work  closely  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  other  Federal  agencies  so 
that  we  are  not  at  cross  purposes.  Oftentimes  those  cross  purposes 
result  in  funds  getting  bottled  up  in  the  pipeline  and  not  being 
used  for  investment  in  communities. 


We  want  to  encourage  States  to  identify  environmentally  sound 
alternatives,  reducing  automobile  congestion.  We  want  to  ensure 
compliance  with  our  own  cleanup  responsibilities  at  DOT  because 
we  ourselves  have  been  responsible  for  environmental  degradation. 

The  fourth  general  theme  is  advancing  transportation  technol- 
ogies and  expertise.  The  President  has  spoken  about  our  commit- 
ment to  ensuring  that  we  make  a  very  significant  commitment  to 
new  technology  in  our  country.  We  want  to  do  that  in  the  area  of 
transportation.  We  are  going  to  do  that  by  leadership. 

Very  specifically,  we  have  been  given  the  opportunity  to  demon- 
strate leadership  in  the  area  of  high  speed  rail  and  some  type  of 
maglev  program.  We  are  entrusted  with  the  responsibility  of  devel- 
oping that  program  and  I  would  be  happy  to  talk  about  that  as  we 
answer  questions. 

Other  examples  would  be  ensuring  that  the  intelligent  vehicle 
program  really  becomes  something  that  is  unique  and  fully  opera- 
tive throughout  the  country.  That  is  a  major  priority  of  the  Trans- 
portation Department. 

Usage  of  new  navigation  aids,  like  global  positioning — which  I 
think  is  something  we  want  to  do  not  only  on  the  aviation  side,  but 
also  on  the  ground  side  to  ensure  that  we  continue  to  be  the  lead- 
ers in  high  technology. 

The  fifth  general  theme  of  the  Department  is  making  intermoda- 
lism  a  reality  and  to  make  it  an  expectation  of  consumers  through- 
out the  country.  We  want  to  find  ways  to  connect  goods  and  people 
in  a  more  safe  and  efficient  manner  so  that  we  develop  almost  a 
seamless  transportation  system  so  that  we  have  choice  available  to 
consumers  and  more  competition  in  the  marketplace,  and  coordina- 
tion to  improve  transportation  services  generally. 

Those  are  the  five  themes  I  think  you  will  see  in  this  budget. 
Now  let  me  very  specifically  address  some  of  the  key  budget  areas 
because  I  know  you  don't  have  budget  detail  presented  to  you  thus 
far.  Let  me  do  this  by  each  mode,  although  there  is  more  informa- 
tion in  the  prepared  material  I  have  submitted  for  the  record. 

BUDGET  HIGHLIGHTS 

Let  me  first  discuss  highways.  We  are  proposing  full  ISTEA 
funding  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  Included  in  that  is 
$214  million  for  intelligent  vehicles.  We  are  proposing  funding  of 
NHTSA  at  a  14  percent  increase,  for  a  total  of  $307  million. 

In  the  area  of  transit,  we  are  proposing  $4.6  billion,  which  is  a  21 
percent  increase  over  the  fiscal  year  1993  enacted  level.  We  are 
proposing  more  growth  in  transit  in  one  year  than  transit  has  re- 
ceived in  the  past  4  years.  We  make  this  commitment  because  we 
think  it  is  important  to  reducing  air  quality  problems  and  to  reliev- 
ing congestion.  Our  commitment  to  transit  is  going  to  focus  on  cap- 
ital so  that  the  formula  capital  grants  will  be  at  about  $1.46  billion, 
which  is  a  22  percent  growth,  and  discretionary  grants  at  $1.78  bil- 
lion. 

We  are  going  to  freeze  operating  assistance  at  $802  million  for 
transit.  We  feel  that  it  is  far  better  to  make  the  investment  on  the 
capital  side  than  on  the  operating  assistance. 


The  third  budget  area  is  railroads  at  $1.05  billion.  We  want  to 
continue  to  fund  Amtrak  at  current  levels,  $633  million,  and  also 
the  Northeast  Corridor.  We  want  to  make  a  major  initiative  in  the 
area  of  high  speed  ground  transportation.  Our  proposal  is  to  have 
$140  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  $1.3  billion  over  the  next  5 
years.  We  are  going  to  use  a  combination  of  both  general  funds  and 
existing  trust  funds  in  this  effort.  We  want  to  focus  on  increasing 
speeds  in  selected  corridors.  We  want  to  do  further  analyses  of 
maglev  to  determine  what  position  we  are  going  to  take  on  that 
technology. 

Another  area  is  the  FAA.  We  are  proposing  $9.2  billion  for  FAA. 
This  is  about  a  3.5  percent  increase  in  growth  over  fiscal  year  1993. 
You  will  see  an  investment  in  F&E  and  research  to  deal  with  air- 
space modernization.  You  will  also  see  some  significant  belt-tight- 
ening in  the  area  of  operations  and  a  very  special  focus  on  ensur- 
ing that  the  AAS  system  meets  its  timetables  and  its  budgetary 
targets. 

Lastly  is  the  Coast  Guard.  The  Coast  Guard  will  see  about  a  4 
percent  increase  over  fiscal  year  1993,  for  a  total  of  $3.7  billion. 
The  Coast  Guard  will  essentially  continue  its  multi-mission  activi- 
ties as  it  has  in  the  past.  We  want  to  continue  to  be  supportive  of 
its  efforts. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
wanted  to  give  you  a  general  overview  of  the  fiscal  year  1994 
budget  themes  that  the  Department  will  support,  our  overall  focus 
as  it  respects  specific  aspects  of  the  Department  of  Transportation, 
and  an  indication  to  you  that  we  want  to  work  with  you  as  we 
move  forward  in  this  budget  year  and  the  years  to  come. 

Let  me  stop  with  those  comments,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  your  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Secretary  Peha  follows:] 


OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  FEDERICO  PENA 
SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 
MARCH  25,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to 
appear  before  you  to  discuss  the  Department's  budget  request  for 
Fiscal  Year  1994.   This  Subcommittee  has  provided  strong  support 
for  transportation  programs  and  the  effectiveness  of  our  programs 
has  benefitted  from  the  guidance  you  have  provided.   If  this 
nation  is  to  have  a  sound,  competitive  transportation  system  to 
support  our  economy  and  our  quality  of  life,  we  must  invest  in 
our  transportation  systems.   At  the  same  time,  I  am  sure  that  you 
share  the  concern  for  deficit  reduction  and  efforts  to  reduce  the 
cost  of  Government. 

The  President's  FY  1994  budget  for  the  Department  of 
Transportation  will  ask  this  Subcommittee  to  approve 
$39.9  billion  in  appropriations,  obligation  limitations  and 
exempt  obligations.   (This  excludes  $380  million  requested  for 
the  Maritime  Administration  which  is  considered  by  another 
Subcommittee.)   This  request  is  10.9  percent  above  the  FY  1993 
enacted  level.   Assuming  enactment  of  the  President's  FY  1993 
stimulus  proposals,  our  request  for  FY  1994  is  essenti   xy  the 
same  as  the  FY  1993  level,  reflecting  a  continuing  commitment  to 
investment  in  the  capital  needs  of  our  transportation  systems. 

The  Department's  FY  1994  budget  responds  to  the  President's 
emphasis  on  investment  for  the  future,  while  moving  concurrently 
to  reduce  the  costs  of  government.   Our  request  includes  an 
increase  of  $3.7  billion  for  investments,  focused  heavily  on 
infrastructure  improvements.  As  a  means  of  reducing  government's 
burden  on  the  taxpayer,  we  propose  a  reduction  of  1,114  Full  Time 
Equivalent  (FTE)  staff  in  FY  1993  and  a  further  reduction  of  651 
FTE  in  FY  1994  from  the  1993  enacted  level.   The  budget  reflects 
savings  of  $28  million  in  administrative  expenses  and  proposes  no 
new  funding  for  certain  programs  funded  in  FY  1993  which  saves 
$431  million  from  the  baseline. 

This  budget  request  supports  a  national  goal  of  creating  jobs  and 
stimulating  the  economy  on  more  than  a  short-term  basis.   In 
particular,  capital  investment  in  infrastructure,  which  totals 
$28.4  billion  and  accounts  for  almost  71  percent  of  the  budget, 
supports  job  creation  both  directly  and  indirectly  and 
facilitates  the  productivity  of  American  business  by  supporting 
more  efficient  transportation. 

As  we  look  forward  to  the  next  four  years  and  to  the  goals  we 
seek  to  accomplish,  there  are  several  key  themes  which  I  will 
stress  as  we  manage  our  programs,  develop  our  policies  and 


formulate  our  budget  proposals.   I  seek  your  support  of  these 
goals,  as  well  as  the  appropriations  entailed  in  carrying  them 
out. 

These  include: 

Strengthening  Transportation's  Role  in  Supporting  the  EconomY 

A  competitive,  growing  economy  requires  a  transportation  system 
that  can  move  people,  goods  and  services  quickly,  safely  and 
efficiently.   Transportation  must  be  a  means  of  encouraging  our 
full  economic  potential  and  not  a  constraint  to  growth.   With 
nearly  one  out  of  every  six  dollars  of  Gross  Domestic  Product  now 
spent  in  transportation-related  activities,  efforts  to  increase 
the  speed,  reliability  and  cost-effectiveness  of  the 
transportation  sector  will  also  play  a  key  role  in  assuring  the 
economy's  competitiveness  and  ability  to  create  jobs.   Nearly 
$28.4  billion,  or  71  percent,  of  the  Department's  budget  is  for 
programs  directly  supporting  capital  investments  in  highway, 
transit,  rail,  maritime  and  aviation  infrastructure.   Our 
stimulus  proposal  is  a  down  payment  on  this  investment.   The 
FY  1994  budget  follows  through  in  a  way  that  can  create  real 
momentum. 

Supporting  the  Safety  of  Our  Transportation  Systems 

Ensuring  and  promoting  the  safety  of  our  transportation  systems 
must  be  the  primary  responsibility  of  the  Department  to  the  users 
of  the  nation's  transportation  systems.   This  includes  our  own 
inspection  and  oversight  role  as  well  as  encouraging,  through  our 
grant  programs.  State  and  local  governments  to  take  action  to 
improve  transportation  safety. 

The  budget  includes  $1.95  billion  for  programs  that  directly 
enhance  the  safety  of  our  transportation  services.   This  amount, 
which  is  five  percent  over  the  FY  1993  enacted  level,  includes 
funds  for  safety  inspections,  maritime  safety,  safety  grants,  and 
transportation  security.   In  addition,  an  appropriation 
limitation  of  $15  million  on  the  use  of  permanent  budget 
authority  is  proposed  for  hazardous  materials-related  emergency 
preparedness  planning  and  training  grants  to  States.   Highway  and 
motor  carrier  safety  programs  will  seek  further  reduction  of  the 
traffic  fatality  rate  which,  according  to  1992  estimates,  stood 
at  an  estimated  all-time  low  of  1.8  fatalities  per  hundred 
million  vehicle  miles  travelled. 

As  a  result  of  legislation  enacted  in  past  DOT  Appropriations 
Acts,  FY  1994  is  the  first  year  that  States  will  face  the  loss  of 
highway  funds  for  failure  to  enact  laws  requiring  the  revocation 
or  suspension  of  drivers'  licenses  of  individuals  convicted  of 
drug  offenses.   We  will  work  with  States  to  promote  the  enactment 
of  such  legislation  to  enhance  safety. 
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strengthening  the  Linltaae  Between  Transportation  and 
Environmental  Policy 

Transportation  has  a  significant  impact  on  the  environment. 
Sound  planning,  investments  and  regulatory  actions  can  support 
environmental  improvements  and  mitigate  environmental  damages. 
The  Department  will  encourage  environmental  improvements  by 
coordinating  our  actions  more  closely  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  other  Federal  environmental  agencies.   We 
will  also  encourage  State  and  local  governments  to  identify 
environmentally  sound  transportation  alternatives  and  to  target 
their  investments  to  projects  and  programs  to  reduce  automobile 
congestion.   The  budget  includes  $508  million  for  environmental 
activities.   We  recognize  an  obligation  to  be  responsive  in  our 
activities  and  have  included  $47.1  million  to  clean  up 
environmental  damage  and  ensure  environmental  compliance  at  DOT 
facilities.   The  budget  also  includes,  as  part  of  our  grant 
programs,  funds  that  States  and  localities  will  use  to  mitigate 
surface  transportation  congestion  and  aviation  noise.   Full 
funding  for  the  Federal-aid  Highways  program  will  give  States 
latitude  to  use  the  newly  authorized  Congestion  Mitigation  and 
Air  Quality  Improvement  Program  funds  for  transportation  projects 
to  help  meet  air  quality  standards  in  non-attainment  areas. 
Also,  States  may  use  Federal-aid  Highways  funds  to  finance 
wetlands  mitigation  banks,  bicycle  facilities,  billboard  removal 
and  scenic  byways.   I  expect  States  to  recognize  these 
imperatives  in  their  planning  and  project  selection. 

Advancing  D.S.  Transportation  TechnologY  and  Expertise 

The  Clinton  Administration  is  committed  to  the  effective  use  of 
technology  to  meet  national  objectives.   Sound  technological 
investments  can  promote  long-term  economic  growth  that  creates 
jobs  and  protects  the  environment;  can  help  make  government  more 
efficient;  and  can  provide  the  basis  for  national  leadership  in 
application  of  new  technology  to  economic  growth.   The  budget 
includes  $688  million  for  research  and  development,  a  6.4  percent 
increase  over  the  FY  1993  enacted  level.   The  Department's 
research  and  development  program  not  only  supports  departmental 
operating  and  regulatory  responsibilities,  but  also  serves  as  a 
catalyst  to  promote  productivity  improvements  and  new  technology 
for  transportation  systems  and  services  in  support  of  the 
nation's  economy.   Key  initiatives  in  the  FY  1994  budget  will 
bring  technology  to  bear  on  the  issues  of  high-speed  ground 
transportation  and  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Systems  (IVHS) . 
Effective  introduction  of  technological  progress  in  these  areas 
will  pay  dividends  for  decades  to  come. 


Fostering  Intermodalism 

The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA) 
brought  new  emphasis  to  the  obvious,  but  heretofore  unrealized 
goal  of  intermodalism.   Intermodalism  seeks  to  foster  connections 
to  ensure  the  safe,  efficient  transfer  of  people  and  goods 
between  modes  of  transportation;  to  ensure  choice  and  competition 
in  the  market;  and  to  coordinate  among  transportation 
organizations  to  improve  transportation  service  in  an 
environmentally  and  economically  sound  manner.   Commitment  to  the 
flexibility  provisions  and  planning  requirements  of  ISTEA  is  part 
of  intermodalism,  as  is  ensuring  that  our  investment  decisions  do 
not  negatively  affect  the  economic  viability  of  other 
transportation  services  and  markets. 

The  program  and  funding  levels  proposed  for  each  operating 
administration  in  FY  1994  are  intended  to  support  these  key 
goals,  as  the  balance  of  my  statement  will  show. 

Surface  Programs 

Our  request  for  the  three  agencies  reauthorized  by  ISTEA — the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) .  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA) .  and  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  (FTA) — totals  $25.5  billion,  15  percent  growth 
over  the  FY  1993  enacted  level.   Implementing  ISTEA,  both 
financially  and  philosophically,  and  facilitating  infrastructure 
investment  are  top  priorities  for  the  Department. 

Our  request  for  the  FHWA  totals  $20.6  billion,  including 
$2.1  billion  in  exempt  obligations.   The  obligation  limitation 
for  Federal-aid  Highways  is  proposed  at  the  ISTEA-authorized 
level  of  $18,362  billion,  plus  $36  million  (with  commensurate 
increase  in  contract  authority)  for  the  Federal  lands  program. 
Legislation  will  be  proposed  for  this  additional  authority  needed 
above  the  ISTEA  levels  to  address  the  backlog  of  necessary  road 
projects  on  Federal  lands.   The  request  also  includes  $75  million 
in  total  obligation  limitations  for  motor  carrier  and  highway- 
related  safety  grants,  the  same  level  as  enacted  in  FY  1993. 

The  Limitation  on  General  Operating  Expenses  (LGOE)  is  budgeted 
at  $489  million,  which  includes  about  $55  million  for  motor 
carrier  safety  activities.   The  request  for  LGOE  also  includes 
$101  million  to  support  IVHS  activities  which,  together  with 
$113  million  in  contract  authority  available  within  the  Federal- 
aid  program  for  IVHS,  will  provide  strong  support  for  continued 
progress  in  this  area.   With  this  investment,  49  percent  growth 
over  FY  1993,  and  planned  investment  in  the  future,  we  hope  to 
bring  IVHS  technologies  to  the  marketplace  much  faster  and  to  set 
a  program  level  that  will  spur  private  sector  investment. 
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Under  this  budget  proposal,  resources  for  NHTSA  would  increase  by 
14  percent  for  a  total  of  $307  million.   NHTSA  will  continue  its 
successful  efforts  to  reduce  traffic  accidents  and  fatalities. 
State  highway  safety  grant  programs  will  increase  25  percent  from 
$142  million  (excluding  carryover)  to  $177  million,  including 
$50  million  for  grant  programs  to  encourage  States  to  enact 
safety  belt  and  motorcycle  helmet  use  laws  and  measures  to 
counter  drunk  and  drugged  driving.   The  budget  proposes 
$130  million  for  the  Operations  and  Research  account,  which  is 
1.4  percent  above  the  FY  1993  enacted  level.   The  request 
includes  $6.5  million  for  alcohol  programs  and  $2  million  toward 
the  construction  of  the  National  Advanced  Driving  Simulator  to  be 
located  at  the  University  of  Iowa.   This  state-of-the-art 
simulator  will  be  used  to  conduct  research  in  highway  traffic 
safety,  IVHS  and  automotive  design.   NHTSA  recently  signed  a 
Cooperative  Agreement  with  the  University  to  ensure  their 
participation  in  the  design,  fabrication  and  operation  of  the 
simulator. 

For  FTA,  the  budget  proposes  a  $4.6  billion  program,  with  major 
emphasis  on  a  sustained  level  of  capital  assistance.   The  budget 
request  is  a  21  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993  enacted  level 
which  is  more  growth  than  transit  has  received  in  the  last  four 
years.   The  quality  of  our  transit  systems  is  critical,  since 
transit  systems  will  be  called  upon  to  carry  even  more  customers 
as  States  and  localities  develop  strategies  to  deal  with 
congestion  and  air  quality.   Operating  assistance  would  be 
capped,  as  it  has  been  in  the  past,  at  $802  million.   The  urban 
capital  portion  of  Formula  Grants  is  proposed  at  $1.46  billion,  a- 
22  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993  level  including  the  stimulus 
funds.   Discretionary  Grants  are  funded  at  $1,772  billion,  with 
$657  million  for  new  starts,  $760  million  for  rail  and  guideway 
modernization  and  $354  million  for  bus  projects.   I  am  also 
committed  to  making  the  flexibility  provisions  of  ISTEA  work. 
Last  year,  $300  million  in  highway  funds  were  transferred  for 
transit  use.   That  compares  to  only  $7  million  transferred  from 
highways  to  transit  in  all  of  the  previous  four  years.   With  the 
latitude  that  the  increased  highway  obligation  ceiling  permits,  I 
would  expect  even  more  aggressive  support  for  transit  and  other 
non-traditional  us6s  of  these  funds.   The  budget  also  includes 
$200  million  for  the  Washington  Metro,  which  supports  WMATA's 
"fast-track"  plan  to  complete  the  last  13.5  miles  of  the  system, 
within  the  funds  authorized  for  that  purpose. 

For  Federal  Railroad  Administration  programs,  the  budget  requests 
$1,056  billion.   This  budget  recognizes  the  importance  of  rail  in 
our  passenger  and  freight  transportation  systems.   Grant 
assistance  to  Amtrak  is  continued  at  current  levels  and  an 
aggressive  initiative  is  proposed  to  advance  the  development  of 
high-speed  ground  transportation.   At  the  same  time,  we  are 
sensitive  to  our  safety  responsibilities.   The  request  for 
Railroad  Safety  of  $45  million,  an  increase  of  10.5  percent, 
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includes  funds  for  an  additional  18  FTEs  to  strengthen  the  rail 
safety  inspection  program  and  to  implement  rulemakings  and  other 
legislative  mandates. 

With  respect  to  High-Speed  Ground  Transportation,  the  budget 
proposes  $140  million  in  FY  1994  and  a  total  of  $1.3  billion  over 
the  FY  1994-98  period.    The  proposal  draws  on  $648  million  in 
contract  authority  from  the  highway  trust  fund,  already 
authorized  in  ISTEA,  together  with  $637  million  in  general  funds 
over  the  five-year  period.   Investment  in  this  technology  is  not 
just  a  transportation  commitment.   It  supports  the  growth  of 
interdependent  urban  regions  that  are  not  bound  only  to  the 
automobile  or  the  airplane  but  can  provide  environmentally 
sensitive  mobility  within  their  boundaries.   Such  linkage  will 
enhance  the  economic  performance  of  these  regions  to  the  overall 
goal  of  national  growth.   To  accomplish  this  goal,  we  would 
provide  financial  assistance  to  States  for  improvements,  such  as 
track  and  signal  work,  necessary  to  support  speeds  of  125  mph  in 
selected  corridors.   In  addition,  we  would  finance  development  of 
technologies — both  conventional  and  developmental  in  nature — 
needed  to  support  high-speed  ground  transportation.   This  would 
include  technical  developments  in  the  near  term  to  advance  the 
traditional  steel-wheel-on-steel-rail  systems  and  the  initial 
phase  of  a  maglev  prototype  with  appropriate  opportunity  to 
measure  its  progress  through  the  development  and  testing  stages. 

The  request  for  Amtrak  is  $633  million,  including  Mandatory  Rail 
Payments.   The  Administration  supports  Amtrak  and  recognizes  the 
important  contribution  its  service  makes  toward  meeting  the 
nation's  passenger  transportation  needs.   At  the  same  time,  we 
support  Amtrak' s  continuing  goal  of  eliminating  Federal  operating 
subsidies.   Amtrak,  Congress  and  the  Administration  must  pursue 
every  opportunity  to  control  operating  expenses  and  increase 
passenger  and  other  revenues  in  order  to  achieve  this  goal. 

Aviation  Programs 

For  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,   we  propose  a  budget  of 
$9.2  billion,  which  provides  3.5  percent  growth  over  the  FY  1993 
enacted  level.   The  Airport  Improvement  Program  must  be 
reauthorized  for  FY  1994  and  we  will  transmit  our  proposed 
reauthorization  legislation  soon.   The  capital  component  of  the 
budget  request  totals  $4.65  billion  and  includes  $2.5  billion  for 
Facilities  and  Equipment  (F&E) ,  $250  million  for  Research, 
Engineering  and  Development  (RE&D)  and  $1.88  billion  for  Airport 
Grants.   The  request  for  F&E  provides  7  percent  growth 
($174  million)  over  the  FY  1993  enacted  level  and  includes 
$456  million  for  continued  work  on  the  Advanced  Automation 
System.   The  delays  and  problems  we  have  faced  with  this  work  are 
of  concern  to  me  as  I  know  they  are  to  this  committee.   We  are 
committed  to  more  effective  oversight  of  this  program,  both  at 
FAA  and  OST,  as  we  proceed. 
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FAA  Operations  is  proposed  to  increase  one  percent — $38  million — 
to  $4.58  billion.   This  budget  reflects  tough  choices  and 
significant  belt  tightening.   One  of  the  budget  reductions  we 
propose  includes  termination  of  the  Pay  Demo  program  in  October 
1993.   This  program  was  due  to  expire  in  June  1994.   Other 
actions  include  reducing  discretionary  contracts,  travel  and 
training  expenses.   Air  traffic  controller  employment  levels  will 
total  17,871  controllers,  the  level  expected  at  the  end  of 
FY  1993. 

We  are  proposing  that  75  percent  of  the  FAA  budget  continue  to  be 
financed  by  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund,  consistent  with 
current  authorization.   With  the  FY  1994  budget  request  of 
$9.2  billion  and  the  stimulus  funds  proposed  for  FY  1993,  the 
surplus  in  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  would  decline  from 
$4.4  billion  estimated  at  the  end  of  FY  1993  to  $3.98  billion  at 
the  end  of  FY  1994. 

Maritime  Programs 

The  budget  request  for  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  totals 
$3.7  billion,  a  four  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993  enacted 
level.   The  request  would  allow  the  Coast  Guard  to  continue  the 
services  the  public  expects.   For  Operating  Expenses,  the  budget 
proposes  $2.61  billion,  an  increase  of  two  percent  ($52  million). 
Holding  to  this  level  requires  $48  million  in  reductions,  such  as 
closure  of  the  Far  East  LORAN  chain  and  reduction  of  the  Anti- 
submarine Warfare  capability  aboard  high  endurance  cutters, 
offset  by  $10  million  to  operate  new  or  expanded  facilities 
funded  in  previous  budgets  and  $7  million  for  improvements  in  the 
marine  safety,  marine  environmental  protection,  fisheries 
protection  and  work-life  initiatives. 

For  Coast  Guard's  capital  program.  Acquisition,  Construction  and 
Improvements,  $414  million  is  requested — an  increase  of  14 
percent  over  the  FY  1993  program  level  which  included  the  use  of 
unobligated  balances.   Key  elements  of  the  request  include 
$45  million  to  procure  two  additional  buoytender  replacements, 
$43  million  to  continue  renovation  of  the  medium  endurance 
cutters,  $55  million  to  procure  the  last  three  HH-60J  helicopters 
in  support  of  the  OpBAT  drug  enforcement  program,  $22  million  for 
necessary  investments  in  housing  for  the  Coast  Guard's  military 
forces,  and  $35  million  to  modernize  vesse]  traffic  services. 

With  this  budget  proposal.  Coast  Guard's  Environmental  Compliance 
and  Restoration  program  would  increase  five  percent  ($1  million) 
to  $23  million.   The  Coast  Guard  will  continue  to  deliver  on  its 
commitment  to  clean  up  and  restore  Coast  Guard  locations  which 
have  suffered  or  caused  environmental  damages  and  also  ensure 
that  its  vessels  are  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations. 
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The  budget  proposal  also  contains  $64  million  for  the  Coast 
Guard's  Reserve  Training  appropriation,  a  12  percent  decrease. 
This  reduced  level  will  support  a  Selected  Reserve  force  of 
8,000.   This  down-sized  force  is  based  on  the  Coast  Guard's 
review  of  its  defense-related  mobilization  requirements. 

The  budget  requests  $10.9  million  for  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway 
Development  Corporation,  less  than  one  percent  increase  from  the 
FY  1993  enacted  level.   In  addition  to  these  amounts,  the 
Corporation  will  use  $300  thousand  of  its  reserve  to  begin  a 
three-year  program  of  lock  concrete  repair  strongly  recommended 
by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Other  DOT  Programs 

For  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  the  budget  request 
totals  $40.7  million,  a  7  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993 
enacted  level,  to  support  audit,  inspection/evaluation  and 
investigative  activities.   In  particular,  the  budget  requests 
$3.6  million  to  finance  independent  audits  of  financial 
statements  required  by  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act.   Under 
the  Act,  the  Inspector  General  is  responsible  for  audits  of 
financial  statements  prepared  for  the  Department's  trust  funds, 
revolving  funds  and  commercial  type  activities. 

For  the  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration  (RSPA) ,  the 

budget  requests  $34  million  which  together  with  a  $15  million 
appropriation  limitation  on  the  use  of  permanent  budget  authority 
will  provide  a  $59  million  program  level.   This  is  an  increase  of 
18  percent  over  the  FY  1993  level.   This  growth  will  help  RSPA 
carry  out  its  safety  and  research  activities,  particularly  in  the 
areas  of  hazardous  material  safety  and  inspection,  transportation 
research,  emergency  transportation,  and  airline  statistics.   The 
budget  provides  $15  million  for  the  Emergency  Preparedness 
program,  for  State  planning  and  training  grants,  and  technical 
assistance  to  be  financed  from  fees  paid  by  hazardous  materials 
shippers  and  carriers. 

The  request  for  the  Pipeline  Safety  program  is  $18.9  million,  a 
25  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993  enacted  level.   The  budget 
request  includes  funding  to  address  new  mandates  of  the  Pipeline 
Safety  Act  of  1992.   The  grant  program  is  continued  at 
$7  million.   Increased  funding  of  $2.6  million  is  requested  to 
support  RSPA's  review  and  approval  of  liquid  pipeline  spill 
response  plans  as  required  by  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990. 

The  budget  includes  $15  million  in  FY  1994,  transferred  from  the 
Federal-aid  highways  account,  to  finance  the  new  Bureau  of 
Transportation  Statistics,  which  was  directed  by  the 
Appropriations  Committees  and  authorized  by  ISTEA.   The  purpose 
of  the  Bureau  is  to  compile  and  publish  transportation  statistics 
suitable  for  use  in  cost-benefit  analyses,  establish  a  long-term 
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data  collection  program  regarding  the  performance  of  the  national 
transportation  system  and  identify  needed  information  not 
currently  collected.   Under  the  law,  the  Director  is  appointed  by 
the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  for  a  four-year  term. 
In  FY  1994,  two  key  activities  planned  include  completion  of  the 
nationwide  Commodity  Flow  Survey  in  conjunction  with  the  Census 
Bureau  and  initiation  of  a  nationwide  multimodal  Passenger  Flow 
Survey. 

For  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  the  budget  requests 
$113  million,  a  four  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993  enacted 
level,  for  salaries  and  expenses  and  other  programs  of  the  OST. 
In  addition,  $149.6  million  is  requested  for  rental  payments  to 
the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  which,  together  with 
$17.5  million  requested  in  the  FHWA  budget  to  be  paid  into  this 
account,  will  support  existing  space  and  critical  additions  to 
accommodate  forced  moves  into  GSA  space  and  workload 
requirements.   Funds  are  requested  to  continue  the  Essential  Air 
Service  program  ($38.6  million)  and  the  Transportation,  Planning, 
Research  and  Development  program  ($3  million)  at  FY  1993  levels. 
Resources  for  the  Office  of  Commercial  Space  Transportation  total 
$5.2  million. 

For  Salaries  and  Expenses,  the  budget  requests  $65.8  million 
including  funds  to  strengthen  management  oversight  in  the  areas 
of  information  technology,  acquisition  and  grants  management  and 
financial  management  and  to  continue  office  automation  and 
development  of  financial  management  systems.   The  Office  of 
Intermodalism,  authorized  by  the  ISTEA,  will  be  funded  from  the 
Federal-aid  Highway  program  as  it  was  in  FY  1993.   As  evidence  of 
my  commitment  to  reduce  the  costs  of  government  and  streamline 
operations,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  will  reduce  its  staffing 
by  2  3  FTE  from  (two  percent)  to  a  level  of  1,103  FTE  recommended 
for  FY  1994. 

There  are  a  number  of  changes  that  I  plan  for  the  OST.   The  most 
significant  is  a  reorganization  of  the  Office  of  Policy  into  two 
assistant  secretaries,  one  for  aviation  and  international  issues 
and  one  for  transportation  policy.   This  approach  will  allow  both 
areas  to  get  the  full  management  attention  they  both  deserve. 
The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Public  Affairs  will 
become  the  Director  for  Public  Affairs. 

The  safety  and  soundness  of  the  transportation  infrastructure  are 
vital  to  the  Nation's  economy.   The  FY  1994  President's  Budget 
for  the  Department  of  Transportation  supports  the  priority  this 
Administration  has  placed  on  investment — in  infrastructure,  in 
technology  and  in  safety — which  is  key  to  America's  future. 
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MARITIME  PROGRAMS 


Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Secretary.  We  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  you. 

I  would  like  to  have  you  say  a  few  words  about  maritime  issues. 
As  you  noted  in  your  opening  remarks,  funding  for  MARAD  is  not 
appropriated  in  this  subcommittee.  However,  two  of  the  members 
of  this  Committee — myself  and  Mr.  Price — are  members  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  that  deals  with  MARAD.  Also,  Mr. 
Regula,  who  is  a  new  member  of  this  subcommittee,  has  served  on 
that  subcommittee  for  the  past  several  years  and  is  quite  knowl- 
edgeable in  this  area. 

Even  though  we  aren't  going  to  be  appropriating  money  out  of 
this  subcommittee,  we  would  like  to  have  a  few  words  from  you  on 
MARAD  and  maritime  because  we  know  it  is  important. 

Secretary  Pena.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  could  speak  for  a 
long  time  about  this  subject,  but  let  me  try  to  keep  it  brief. 

I  am  absolutely  convinced  that  if  we  do  not  take  action  very  soon 
to  address  the  concerns  of  the  maritime  industry  that  we  will  soon 
see  large  numbers  of  United  States  flag  vessels  reflagged  under  a 
foreign  flag.  I  think  that  would  be  a  disaster  for  our  Nation,  both 
in  terms  of  its  economic  impact  in  that  most  of  our  goods  would  be 
shipped  between  our  Nation  and  others  on  foreign-flagged  vessels, 
which  I  think  is  not  a  wise  position  to  be  in. 

Second,  I  think  it  would  be  a  significant  problem  for  our  national 
security.  In  the  Desert  Storm  operation,  we  relied  heavily  on  U.S.- 
flagged  vessels  in  that  effort.  If  we  didn't  have  the  U.S.-flagged 
available,  we  would  have  significant  problems  in  the  future. 

Having  said  that,  the  solution  to  the  maritime  dilemma  is  not  a 
simple  one.  I  have  had  a  number  of  meetings  already  with  repre- 
sentatives of  all  the  major  parties — the  liners  and  the  bulkers  and 
the  shipbuilders,  the  labor  organizations,  et  cetera — to  look  at  the 
legislation  that  was  introduced  last  year  by  Secretary  Card,  which 
was  an  effort  over  a  7-year  period  to  continue  some  of  the  operat- 
ing subsidies  to  our  fleet  to  ensure  that  at  least  for  a  limited  period 
of  time  we  would  still  have  them  under  U.S.  flags. 

We  think  that  legislation  didn't  go  far  enough.  We  are  looking  at 
other  possible  solutions.  But  the  bottom  line  is  that  in  our  conver- 
sations we  understand  that  we  have  to  do  something  this  year. 
There  will  be  a  cost  to  the  program.  We  would  like  to  also,  in  addi- 
tion to  simply  continuing  to  do  things  as  we  have  done  them  in  the 
past,  bring  some  reform  in  this  area. 

We  heard  eloquently  from  a  number  of  the  shippers  who  were 
very  concerned  about  this  area,  so  we  are  trying  to  take  all  of  their 
interests,  package  them  together,  and  come  together  with  an  omni- 
bus bill  which  we  will  then  present  to  the  Congress.  That  is  our 
general  direction  at  the  moment. 

federal  support  for  port  facilities 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  that  bill  include  some  Federal  support  for  port 
facilities? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  are  looking  at  a  number  of  options.  It  may 
or  may  not  involve  Federal  support  for  port  facilities.  We  are  not 
prepared  yet.  Obviously,  the  shipbuilders  have  provided  us  with 
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some  very  specific  proposals.  We  have  not  really  had  a  lot  of  input 
from  the  operators  of  the  ports  thus  far.  At  this  time,  we  have  not 
focused  on  that  issue. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  like  to  work  with  you  and  the  authorization 
committee.  When  you  think  about  pushing  goods  through  different 
modes,  an  enormous  amount  of  that  is  ship  to  rail.  It  would  seem 
that  if  we  are  to  be  thinking  intermodal,  we  really  ought  to  be 
thinking  about  that  interface.  Other  than  some  very  minor  things 
through  the  Coast  Guard,  we  don't  really  have  a  Federal  program 
for  making  sure  that  the  Federal  intermodal  policy  drives  various 
choices  in  the  port  environment.  I  think  it  bears  looking  at,  not 
just  the  vessels  themselves,  but  the  mechanisms.  It  is  helping  fi- 
nance the  mechanisms  from  ship  to  shore  that  are  used. 

In  addition,  it  seems  we  have  some  concerns  about  the  roll-on/ 
roll-off  and  the  safety  standards  of  other  countries  and  their  vehi- 
cles that  will  operate  on  our  roads  and  vice  versa.  If  we're  trying  to 
do  this  seamless  and  make  it  as  easy  as  possible,  I  don't  think  we 
can  overlook  the  ports  and  some  of  the  other  ramifications.  I  ap- 
plaud what  you're  doing. 

It  also  might  help  this  committee  to  know  what  the  involvement 
of  the  Coast  Guard  is  going  to  be  in  this  whole  area. 

Secretary  Pena.  On  both  those  subjects,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Coast 
Guard  has  been  very  much  involved  in  these  discussions.  One  of 
the  questions  that  has  arisen  is  Coast  Guard  regulation  and  wheth- 
er or  not  some  of  the  Coast  Guard  regulations  are  too  onerous  on 
the  industry.  I  think  we  have  had  very  candid  discussions  about 
that.  I  think  the  Coast  Guard  is  being  very  straightforward  in 
trying  to  address  some  real  issues  that  have  been  raised.  I  think 
we're  making  progress  there. 

On  the  question  of  ports  and  intermodalism,  I  am  happy  to  say 
that  we  are  bringing  onboard  a  gentleman  who  will  be  heading  our 
office  of  intermodalism  who  ran  the  San  Francisco  port.  That  is  his 
expertise,  the  whole  relationship  of  intermodalism  in  the  port  con- 
text. I  very  much  look  forward  to  having  him  and  his  expertise  on 
board. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  want  to  work  with  you.  Like  I  said,  even  though 
we  may  not  appropriate  for  MARAD  particularly,  maritime  is 
having  an  increasing  impact  on  the  work  of  our  subcommittee.  For 
example,  in  the  last  few  weeks  I  have  had  a  number  of  discussions 
with  Members  of  Congress  who  have  made  certain  proposals  re- 
garding updating  our  highway  infrastructure  and  our  rail  infra- 
structure as  a  variety  of  land  bridges  between  ports  and  sometimes 
other  ports. 

The  port  of  Montreal  through  Sarnia,  Michigan,  down  through 
Indianapolis  proposal  for  upgrading  and  making  a  new  Interstate 
69  that  would  go  southwesterly  toward  the  ports  of  New  Orleans 
and  Houston,  again  connecting  with  the  port  of  Montreal  on  the 
other  end  and  everything  in  between.  Along  that  alignment,  we 
don't  have  good  interstate  roads. 

I  just  visited  with  the  Governor  of  Oregon  the  other  day  on  the 
land  bridge  from  Vancouver  south  to  the  ports  of  Seattle.  It  is 
quite  clear  that  maritime  policy  and  port  development  has  a  lot  to 
do  with  other  things  that  this  committee  does  do.  Perhaps  with  the 
reorganization  of  the  Congress,  we  may  end  up  with  a  more  inter- 
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modal  responsibility  in  this  regard.  I  think  it  is  something  that  this 
committee  needs  to  watch. 

READY  RESERVE  FORCE 

The  rumors  have  been  rampant  on  the  possibility  that  the  man- 
agement of  the  ready  reserve  force  would  be  switched  back  from 
the  Department  of  Transportation  to  Defense.  As  you  know,  they 
are  footing  a  lot  of  the  bill.  Even  in  this  other  appropriations  sub- 
committee, it  is  coming  out  of  the  DOD  appropriations.  We  have 
three  appropriations  subcommittees  involved  in  this  right  now. 

Is  that  proposal  being  seriously  considered  by  the  Administra- 
tion? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  hope  not,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  every  year 
there  is  discussion  about  who  should  have  primary  jurisdiction  for 
operating  the  RRF.  My  understanding  is  that  we  will  essentially 
leave  the  relationships  as  they  are  currently  in  place. 

MARITIME  SUBSIDIES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  preliminary  budget  numbers  from  MARAD  do  not 
include  any  funding  for  a  replacement  for  the  operating  differen- 
tial subsidy  or  title  11  loan  guarantees  for  ship  construction,  both 
of  which  have  been  discussed  in  the  reform  legislation  that  you're 
thinking  of.  Is  your  thinking  crystallized  on  either  of  these  two 
points? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  know,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  don't  want  to  begin 
to  discuss  what  the  package  might  look  like — clearly,  operating 
subsidy  is  a  potential  part  of  the  package.  We  know  that  some  form 
is  going  to  be  needed,  the  question  is  what  level.  The  industry  has 
recommended  a  certain  level,  which  is  fairly  expensive,  so  we  are 
discussing  that  with  them. 

On  the  title  11  program,  that  is  at  zero.  You  are  correct  about 
that.  We  are  not  sure  where  that  is  finally  going  to  end  up  in  a 
maritime  reform  proposal.  Obviously,  the  industry  is  recommend- 
ing that  we  continue  to  pursue  that.  So  we  will  have  those  discus- 
sions again  with  0MB. 

Basically,  our  approach  thus  far — because  it  is  going  to  take 
some  time  to  develop  this  whole  package — is  to  let  0MB  know  that 
this  issue  is  still  on  the  table,  it  will  take  us  a  little  while  longer  to 
resolve  it,  and  right  now  we  haven't  nailed  down  the  specific  com- 
ponents. So  it  will  probably  be  a  combination  of  things.  Those  two 
elements  could  very  well  be  a  part  of  the  package. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  think  you're  going  to  be  able  to  meet  an  end  of 
April  or  first  of  May  deadline  on  this? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  have  to.  I  am  absolutely  convinced  that  if 
we  don't  do  it  this  session,  we  will  lose  the  opportunity.  So  we  are 
being  driven,  from  a  time  perspective,  by  the  budget  time  lines. 
Therefore,  we  have  laid  out  an  internal  schedule  for  ourselves  and 
that  is  why  we  had  a  number  of  meetings  already  and  we're  work- 
ing very,  very  hard  to  meet  that  deadline. 

Mr.  Carr.  Again,  I  hope  you  will  note  our  interest — my  personal 
interest  as  well  as  the  interest  of  this  Committee.  When  materials 
are  sent  to  the  Commerce,  Justice,  and  State  Department  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  on  these  matters,  I  hope  you  will  copy  us 
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and  also  keep  us  appraised  of  what  is  happening  with  regard  to  the 
reform  package  and  whatever  budgetary  consequences  and  appro- 
priations consequences  there  might  be.  We  look  forward  to  working 
with  you. 
Mr.  Wolf. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  the  Committee,  Mr.  Secretary. 

In  the  outset  in  your  statement  you  say  on  the  first  page,  the 
third  paragraph,  "As  a  means  of  reducing  Government's  burden  on 
the  taxpayer,  we  propose  a  reduction  of  1,114  FTE  staff  in  fiscal 
year  1993  and  a  further  reduction  of  651  FTE  in  fiscal  year  1994." 

From  where  will  these  come? 

Secretary  Pena.  Largely  through  attrition.  We  feel  very  confi- 
dent that  we  can  meet  those  targets  through  attrition.  If  we 
cannot,  we  are  prepared  to  take  other  steps.  But  right  now,  our 
goal  is  to  do  it  through  attrition. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  aren't  looking  to  target  any  particular  agency? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  have  tried  to  look  at  this  sensibly.  Obvious- 
ly, we  have  tried  to  focus  on  those  areas  that  have  the  most  flexi- 
bility. It  is  easier  to  find  attrition  targets  in  the  largest  agencies 
and  work  backwards  so  that  we  don't  put  an  undue  burden  on  the 
smaller  agencies  that  don't  have  as  much  flexibility.  Even  with 
that  general  approach,  I  still  feel  confident  we  can  meet  those  tar- 
gets. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  don't  expect  RIFs? 

Secretary  Pena.  At  this  point,  no. 

USAIR/ BRITISH  AIRWAYS 

Mr.  Wolf.  On  the  USAir/British  Airways  deal,  I  supported  what 
you  did.  I  think  it  was  appropriate.  I  think  there  are  two  issues 
now.  I  think  it  is  important  now  to  send  an  immediate  signal  to  the 
foreign  carriers  and  the  foreign  governments  that  you  expect  some 
reciprocal  action  quickly.  Do  you  have  an3^hing  planned? 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes,  Congressman.  I  am  meeting  with  my  coun- 
terpart from  the  United  Kingdom  next  month  to  begin  this  discus- 
sion. We  have  already  had — through  diplomatic  channels — mes- 
sages delivered  which  have  been  received  and  acknowledged  that 
we  expect  to  renegotiate  the  bilateral  agreement  with  the  United 
Kingdom.  I  think  they  understand  that. 

As  you  know,  the  way  the  USAir/British  Airways  deal  is  struc- 
tured, there  is  a  phase  II  and  a  phase  III  which  will  require  DOT 
approval  and  an  act  of  Congress  because  of  the  way  we  interpret 
phase  II  and  phase  III.  Because  they  would  be  requesting  an  in- 
crease in  the  foreign  ownership  which  is  currently  allowable  under 
current  law.  Congress  would  have  to  amend  that  law.  So  in  a  sense, 
we  have  a  period  here  where  we  can  come  back  and  renegotiate  the 
bilateral. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Good.  I  would  encourage  you  to  put  as  much  pressure 
as  you  possibly  can  publicly  and  privately. 

When  the  airlines  came  before  this  committee  a  few  weeks  ago, 
they  maintained  that  there  were  U.S.  regulations  by  FA  A  that 
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were  applicable  only  to  domestic  carriers  and  not  foreign  carriers. 
Do  you  know  what  they  are?  Could  you  take  a  look  at  that  and 
report  back  to  the  committee?  One  was  deicing  and  another  was  a 
"cup"  rule.  Can  you  comment  on  that? 

Secretary  Pena.  Generally,  I  think  the  other  has  to  do  with  some 
security  issues  and  a  few  others. 

We  will  make  a  list  of  those  and  then  begin  to  have  a  discussion 
about  that.  I  would  like  to  understand  why  it  is  that  we  have  a 
double  standard.  It  seems  to  me  on  its  face  that  it  is  not  fair.  I 
would  also  like  to  understand  how  we  are  treated  when  we  are  in 
other  countries  and  whether  there  is  a  double  standard  there,  too. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  encourage  you  to  do  that.  I  appreciate  your  saying 
that  because  the  airlines  say  that  they  have  a  difficult  time  hiring 
American  citizens  abroad.  They  have  to  hire  foreign  nationals 
where  that  may  not  be  the  case  here.  I  think  you  ought  to  see  how 
we  are  treated  in  each  and  every  country,  too. 

AUTOMOBILE  FRAUD 

A  few  weeks  ago  on  60  Minutes  there  was  a  show  talking  about 
the  detailed  growing  problem  of  automobile  title  fraud.  It  was 
about  cars  that  are  totalled  and  then  are  repaired  and  there  is  no 
way  to  trace  them. 

Last  year,  legislation  was  passed  and  signed  into  law  and  it  di- 
rected the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  designate  16  members  of 
a  nationwide  task  force  to  study  the  problem. 

Are  you  close  to  appointing  them,  or  do  you  know  what  the 
status  of  that  is? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  are  in  the  process  of  setting  that  up.  I  can't 
tell  you  when  we  will  get  it  done.  I  can  say  that  I  have  asked  the 
Department  to  make  a  list  of  every  commission  we  are  supposed  to 
appoint,  what  the  deadline  is,  why  we  have  not  met  those  dead- 
lines, and  how  we  are  going  to  meet  those  deadlines  if  we  still  have 
an  opportunity  to  do  that. 

I  just  want  you  to  know  that  this  whole  area  of  getting  things 
done  on  a  timely  basis  is  a  high  priority  of  mine.  We  have  listed  all 
the  regulations,  and  I  have  someone  who  is  monitoring  every  regu- 
lation that  we're  supposed  to  be  issuing  and  to  determine  why  they 
are  late.  I  have  been  conducting  an  analysis  internally  as  to  why 
our  regulations  are  late,  how  we  can  improve  that.  Some  agencies 
in  the  Department  have  done  a  better  job,  actually,  of  getting  their 
regulations  published  than  others  have. 

Those  two  areas  are  a  very  high  priority  of  mine.  We  will  look 
into  this  and  make  sure  that  we  set  it  up  on  time. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  would  appreciate  it. 

I  would  also  like  you  to  take  a  look  into  whether  you  think  there 
ought  to  be  national  legislation.  There  are  several  bills  that  would 
require  the  title  to  designate  that  it  had  been  a  totalled  automo- 
bile. Certain  States  do  it,  but  most  States  do  not.  So  if  there  was  a 
car  that  was  totalled  in  the  State  of  California  and  repurchased  in 
Kansas,  there  would  be  no  way  of  knowing. 

Please  look  to  see  if  you  think  there  ought  to  be  some  national 
legislation. 
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RADAR  DETECTORS 


Yesterday  the  National  Association  of  Governors'  Highway 
Safety  Representatives  testified  before  this  committee  on  a  number 
of  safety  issues.  In  response  to  a  question,  they  maintained  that  it 
would  be  helpful  if  there  were  some  Federal  law  that  would  prohib- 
it the  use  of  radar  detectors  in  trucks.  Earlier  testimony  pointed 
out  that  50  percent  of  the  trucks  potentially  have  brake  problems. 

Do  you  have  any  thoughts  about  a  national  law? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  would  say  that  generally  speaking  I  think  it 
makes  sense  to  have  a  national  law  in  this  area.  The  Federal  High- 
way Administration  has  published  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
this  past  January  in  response  to  the  mandate  in  the  Appropria- 
tions Act  to  initiate  the  rulemaking.  So  we  are  going  to  at  least 
have  comments  on  the  proposed  rule. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  you  personally  think  that  the  Administration 
would  support  a  national  law  with  regard  to  that? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  obviously  haven't  had  a  discussion  through- 
out the  Administration  about  it,  but  I  would  tell  you  today  that 
generally  speaking  I  would  support  it.  I  know  a  number  of  States 
have  already  taken  action  in  this  regard.  Particularly,  we  are  hear- 
ing from  our  safety  people  that  they  would  want  us  to  move  in  this 
direction,  I  think  we  ought  to  explore  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

DENVER  AIRPORT 

Moving  to  the  Denver  Airport — and  we  don't  want  to  get  into  the 
merits  or  anything,  but  I  have  two  questions  dealing  with  that. 
One  is  that  there  has  been  a  concern  expressed  before  the  subcom- 
mittee by  one  of  the  air  carriers  that  we  had  before  the  committee 
about  some  current  attempts  to  keep  Stapleton  open  even  after  the 
new  airport  opens.  One  of  the  stipulations  on  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  the  new  airport  was  that  Stapleton  would  be  closed. 

Do  you  have  any  comment  about  that?  Do  you  plan  to  offer  any 
waivers  to  keep  Stapleton  open?  Or  will  it  go  as  the  committee 
thought? 

Secretary  Pena.  As  far  as  I  know — and  I  have  had  no  conversa- 
tions with  the  city  government  about  this — those  were  provisions 
that  the  city  committed  to  for  a  number  of  reasons,  one  of  which 
was  two  lawsuits  filed  against  the  city,  both  by  people  in  Denver 
and  citizens  outside  of  Denver.  As  part  of  the  settlement  of  those 
lawsuits,  the  city  committed  to  closing  Stapleton  for  aeronautical 
purposes  when  and  if  the  new  airport  was  opened. 

I  think  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  the  city  to  abrogate  those 
consent  decrees.  Also,  its  relationship  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment indicated  that  Stapleton  would  be  closed.  I  don't  understand 
how  legally  the  city  could  come  back  now  and  argue  that  it  should 
be  reopened. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Not  to  put  words  in  your  mouth,  but  I  would  assume 
that  you  would  feel  the  same  way  if  they  came  before  you  and 
asked  you  for  the  capability. 

Secretary  Pena.  I  would  ask  the  very  same  questions  about  those 
commitments  that  were  made  some  time  ago. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  appreciate  that. 
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Also,  it  was  brought  to  my  attention  that  the  FAA  is  considering 
revisions  to  the  new  Denver  airport  layout  plan,  which  could 
impede  safety  and  efficiency  at  the  new  airport.  It  is  also  my  un- 
derstanding that  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Adams 
County  has  filed  a  court  petition  pending  a  review. 

I  have  a  memo  that  was  given  to  me  by  a  group  called  Network 
of  Aviation  Consultants  raising  concern  with  regard  to  the  location 
of  the  air  cargo  facility  on  the  north  side  of  the  airport.  That  is 
where  Denver  had  originally  agreed.  That  was  to  be  there  within 
Adams  County  in  exchange  for  lost  revenue  and  jobs. 

Now  there  is  a  move  afoot  to  propose  moving  it  to  a  different  lo- 
cation. I  will  give  you  this  memo. 

Would  you  look  at  this  from  a  safety  point  of  view? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  would  be  happy  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  a  number  of  other  questions,  but  I  think  I  will 
pass  because  I  know  Mr.  DeLay  wants  to  go  to  the  Floor.  I  will 
come  back  and  get  you  on  the  second  round. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  an  objection  to  Mr.  DeLay  going  next? 

Mr.  DeLay. 

HOUSTON  METRO 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  really  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  other  mem- 
bers of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  also  have  a  lot  of  questions,  but  my  amendment 
is  first  up,  so  I  will  only  stick  to  one  subject  for  the  time  being  and 
hope  that  I  can  get  back  for  others. 

Let  me  just  say  that  I  was  very  excited  about  a  mayor  of  a  big 
city  becoming  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Transportation.  I  am 
really  looking  forward  to  working  with  you  because  representing 
Houston,  we  have  several  particular  problems.  I  was  equally  excit- 
ed to  listen  to  your  testimony  and  hear  your  emphasis  on  high 
technology,  intelligent  vehicles,  intermodal  systems,  and  look  to- 
wards an  integration  of  different  transportation  systems  in  moving 
goods  and  people  through  and  around  cities. 

I  don't  know  if  you  have  been  briefed  on  Houston,  but  Houston 
has  done  that.  I  am  really  proud  of  the  city  of  Houston  in  that  it 
didn't  just  go  for  the  glitz  and  the  glitter.  It  went  for  intermoda- 
lism  and  has  developed  a  package  that  this  subcommittee  and  the 
subcommittee  in  the  Senate  has  supported  in  great  measure,  for 
which  Houston  is  very  appreciative. 

The  city  of  Houston  and  Houston  Metro  I  think  have  taken  the 
lead  in  addressing  those  problems  of  traffic  congestion  and  air  pol- 
lution by  adopting  this  innovative  totally  intermodal  transporta- 
tion system.  We  don't  rely  on  just  one  system.  It  is  totally  integrat- 
ed and  totally  intermodal.  In  fact,  in  2  to  3  years,  we  will  be  pre- 
pared for  intelligent  vehicles  in  our  city.  And  within  2  years,  we 
will  have  the  monitoring  system  that  would  support  those  intelli- 
gent vehicles. 

I  think  the  mayor,  who  will  appear  here  next  Monday,  will  tell 
this  subcommittee  that  within  5  to  7  years  we  will  have  intelligent 
vehicles  moving  through  our  city  in  a  very  efficient  manner.  That 
technology  will  be  connected  with  our  regional  bus  system. 
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But  the  heart  of  Houston's  program  is  the  extremely  cost-effec- 
tive regional  bus  system  that  is  made  up  of  a  number  of  closely 
interrelated  projects  including  several  smart  streets  and  smart 
highways  traffic  management  technologies.  As  a  package — and  it  is 
a  package — this  is  a  unique  fixed  guideway  bus  system  that  pro- 
vides that  efficient  and  cost-effective  transportation  for  the  people 
in  the  Houston  metroplex. 

I  have  always  felt  that  this  unique  intermodal  system  should 
serve  as  a  model  for  other  cities  around  the  Nation.  Certainly,  it  is 
the  approach  that  Congress  has  sought  to  encourage  when  it  passed 
ISTEA  2  years  ago. 

After  that  brief  introduction,  I  seem  to  sense  that  that  fits  in  at 
least  to  your  testimony.  Does  that  fit  into  your  approach  and  the 
Clinton  Administration's  approach  to  what  happens  in  major 
cities? 

Secretary  Pena.  Absolutely,  Congressman.  That  is  the  kind  of 
creativity  we  want  to  support. 

Mr.  DeLay.  That  is  great  to  hear,  but  we  have  a  little  problem. 

Secretary  Pena.  I  know. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Congress  has  appropriated  some  $200  million  in  sec- 
tion 3  new  start  funds  towards  our  project.  Although  Houston 
Metro  is  ready  to  obligate  70  percent  of  these  funds  immediately — 
something  this  subcommittee  and  the  chairman  have  been  ada- 
mant about — the  FTA  has  held  up  release  of  these  funds  for  sever- 
al months.  My  colleagues  and  I  alerted  you  of  this  problem  in  a 
letter  dated  March  9th. 

Could  you  give  us  any  indication  today  as  to  when  these  funds 
would  be  forthcoming? 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  let  me  say  that  I  have  met  with 
the  representatives  of  the  city  of  Houston  and  with  our  representa- 
tives from  the  FTA.  I  instructed  my  FTA  people  to  sit  down  and 
try  to  iron  out  the  problems.  I  think  they  are  making  some 
progress,  working  very  directly  with  the  regional  office. 

There  is  a  potential — as  I  understand  it — problem  in  interpreta- 
tion of  one  aspect  of  the  Federal  law,  but  we  are  trying  to  resolve 
that.  All  I  can  tell  you  without  giving  you  a  specific  date  is  that  we 
know  it  is  important  to  the  city.  I  am  pushing  as  hard  as  I  can  to 
get  our  internal  organization  to  respond  quickly.  Hopefully,  we  will 
have  it  resolved  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  appreciate  your  response — this  apparent  hold-up  is 
going  to  have  an  impact  on  what  the  city  can  come  to  this  subcom- 
mittee and  tell  them  with  regards  to  how  far  along  they  are  going 
to  be  in  obligating  their  funds. 

We  also  asked  in  that  letter  for  FTA  personnel  to  contact  the 
chairman  and  this  subcommittee  about  those  problems.  I  don't 
know  if  the  chairman  has  heard  from  them  or  not,  but  I  know  I 
haven't.  I  would  appreciate  it  if  they  would  let  us  know  what  these 
problems  are  so  that  we  can  also  work  on  it. 

Secretary  Pena.  We  would  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Mr.  DeLay.  With  that,  it  is  really  exciting  to  have  you  here  this 
morning.  I  want  to  come  back  as  soon  as  I  pass  my  amendment. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  courtesy. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  were  assured  that  his  amendment  would  have  no 
adverse  effects  on  Michigan  or  Texas  before  we  allowed  this  to  pro- 
ceed. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman? 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  a  number  of  questions  relative  to  recent  testimony  by  the 
Inspector  General  that  I  would  rather  submit  for  the  record  and 
just  let  you  get  back  to  us. 

Just  judging  from  your  answers  to  these  questions,  you  have 
your  own  Department  of  Transportation  internal  organizational 
plans  and  problems  with  which  you  must  deal  and  overcome.  I  will 
leave  those  for  a  point  at  time  which  you  feel  comfortable  answer- 
ing them.  They  are  fairly  important  and  they  do  deal  with  some 
very  important  issues.  I  would  appreciate  it.  It  deals  with  certainly 
some  of  the  FAA  questions  that  were  raised  at  our  previous  hear- 
ings. I  assured  the  committee  that  I  intended  to  pursue  them  legis- 
latively if  need  be.  I  would  very  much  appreciate  your  answer  to 
those. 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes,  sir. 

DEVELOPING  INFRASTRUCTURE  IN  BORDER  REGIONS 

Mr.  Coleman.  Again,  in  the  interest  of  your  time,  let  me  high- 
light once  again  the  report  language  that  passed  the  House.  We 
don't  yet  know  what  the  Senate  will  do.  It  passed  the  House  in  the 
economic  stimulus  package  just  submitted  by  the  President  that  ac- 
knowledged the  need  of  developing  infrastructure  along  the  United 
States  and  Canadian  and  Mexican  border  regions. 

There  has  been  some  criticism,  even  from  some  in  this  commit- 
tee, who  suggest  that  a  lot  of  the  programs  of  the  economic  stimu- 
lus package  were  not  so  job  creative,  yet  I  think  I  could  cite  exam- 
ples where  just  some  of  the  proposals  made  by  the  President  will 
do  exactly  that,  particularly  in  economically-depressed  regions  that 
are  in  dire  need  of  infrastructure. 

I  am  convinced  that  if  we  don't  deal  with  those  issues  we  will 
only  lend  credence  to  those  who  argue  that  there  is  not  a  true  eco- 
nomic stimulus  package  in  terms  of  job  creation. 

I  would  only  ask,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  you  again  review  those  spe- 
cifically as  they  relate  to  the  southwest  border  region  as  the  report 
language  instructed.  I  would  like  to  thank  my  colleagues  for  per- 
mitting that  language  because  I  think  it  is  extremely  important, 
particularly  if  we  intend  to  target  that  economic  stimulus  package 
toward  the  issue  of  jobs. 

I  would  appreciate,  Mr.  Secretary,  any  direct  help  you  could  give 
us  in  that  area. 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  on  that  note  let  me  say  that  I 
have  already  met  with  two  of  the  border  cities  in  the  State  of 
Texas  to  talk  very  specifically  about  their  infrastructure  needs.  I 
think  they  are  providing  a  lot  of  leadership  in  anticipating  the  pos- 
sibilities of  NAFTA  and  other  economic  opportunities  in  the  future. 
They  are  putting  some  creative  intermodal  projects  on  the  table. 
We  are  pursuing  those  and  reviewing  them.  I  know  the  Governor 
of  Texas  has  been  very  supportive  also.  That  makes  a  very  good 
team  which  hopefully  can  be  supportive  of  their  needs. 
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Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary.  We  will  all  try  to  do 
that  in  getting  together  at  all  levels  of  Government  to  provide  you 
with  the  very  best  information  we  can.  We  think  it  is  absolutely 
critical  and  we  appreciate  your  leadership. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

TREATMENT  OF  MOTOR  FUELS  TAX  REVENUE 

Mr.  Carr.  The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Foglietta. 

Mr.  Foglietta.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  very  pleased  that  you  are  here  with  us 
today.  It  is  also  a  happy  day  for  me  to  know  that  a  person  who  was 
a  mayor  of  a  big  city  and  who  is  concerned  with  the  problems  of 
urban  America  is  our  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

On  behalf  of  the  Urban  Caucus,  which  I  Chair,  and  the  city  of 
Philadelphia,  as  well  as  the  cities  of  America,  I  thank  you  for 
agreeing  to  devote  .5  cent  of  the  gas  tax  to  the  transit  account  of 
the  Highway  Trust  Fund.  I  have  to  tell  you  that  I  was  preparing  a 
letter,  along  with  the  members  of  the  Urban  Caucus,  to  urge  you  to 
reconsider  the  proposal,  which  would  have  neglected  the  transit  ac- 
count and  devoted  a  2.5  cent  tax,  now  dedicated  to  deficit  reduc- 
tion, solely  to  the  highway  account  of  the  Trust  Fund. 

Given  the  dedication  of  you  and  President  Clinton  to  urban  areas 
and  their  residents  and  to  the  environment,  neglecting  the  transit 
account  just  did  not  make  sense.  I  wish  we  could  have  received 
more — maybe  the  full  2.5  cents — but  I  commend  your  decision  to 
give  us  the  .5  cent. 

Also,  as  you  know,  in  1990  our  railroads  were  required  to  pay  a 
2.5  cent  tax  on  diesel  fuel.  This  revenue  has  also  been  contributed 
to  the  general  fund  for  deficit  reduction.  How  do  you  propose  to  use 
that  revenue  in  the  next  cycle?  Would  it  be  used  for  deficit  reduc- 
tion again?  If  it  did,  it  would  be  making  the  railroad  industry  the 
only  one  paying  a  deficit  reduction  tax. 

Would  it  be  put  into  the  Highway  Trust  Fund?  If  it  was  put  into 
the  highway  trust  fund,  it  would  put  railroads  in  the  awkward  po- 
sition of  helping  their  competing  industries. 

Are  either  of  these  options  being  considered?  Are  they  fair? 
What  are  your  plans? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  explored  a  number  of  options  with  the  in- 
dustry to  determine  how  best  to  proceed  and  we  could  not  achieve 
consensus,  so  we  decided  to  leave  it  in  deficit  reduction.  That  was 
probably  the  least  unacceptable  common  denominator  that  all  the 
parties  could  accept. 

Mr.  Foglietta.  Is  that  a  reversible  decision?  Is  that  going  to  be 
reconsidered?  Are  you  going  to  continue  to  possibly  try  to  work  out 
an  agreement? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  are  not  having  any  more  conversations 
about  it.  That  is  where  we  have  left  it. 

PORT  facilities 

Mr.  Foglietta.  Another  issue  we  have  heard  about  is  intermoda- 
lism  in  our  ports  and  the  reinvigoration  of  the  ports  of  America. 
The  Clinton  Administration  is  correctly  increasing  the  emphasis  on 
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trade  as  a  job  generator.  However,  America's  ports  may  not  at  the 
present  time  be  up  to  that  challenge. 

The  city  of  Philadelphia  has  a  port,  and  like  other  ports  nation- 
wide it  is  in  need  of  rehabilitation  and  upgrading.  Trade  intermo- 
dalism  systems  for  bringing  together  water  transport,  airports,  rail, 
and  trucks  to  facilitate  the  efficient  movement  of  goods  at  our 
ports  should  be  a  national  priority. 

Can  you  share  with  me  some  of  your  ideas  and  plans  to  promote 
intermodalism  and  to  develop  ports  into  generators  of  jobs  and  eco- 
nomic growth? 

As  I  mentioned  to  you  in  a  recent  letter,  I  have  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  build  up  America's  ports.  It  would  create  a  revolving  loan 
fund  to  leverage  port  infrastructure  projects.  This  would  require 
limited  Federal  funding,  but  the  benefits  would  be  intense  in  terms 
of  job  creation  and  economic  development. 

I  have  not  introduced  this  legislation  yet  in  this  Congress  be- 
cause I  wanted  to  get  your  input  as  well  as  that  of  the  Administra- 
tion. I  hope  that  your  Department  might  find  the  opportunity  to 
meet  with  my  staff  and  me  to  discuss  this  further. 

Do  you  have  any  comments  on  that  now? 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes,  sir. 

First  of  all,  I  support  a  renewed  commitment  to  ensuring  that 
our  ports  are  the  most  efficient  in  the  world.  There  are  some  com- 
munities that  have  done  some  creative  things.  For  example,  the 
city  of  Miami  has  put  together  a  fascinating  intermodal  concept  in- 
volving its  port,  connecting  it  to  light  rail,  connecting  it  to  the  air- 
port, to  downtown,  and  to  its  rail  system.  Other  communities  are 
trying  to  do  that  also. 

As  I  said  earlier,  we  are  bringing  on  board  a  gentleman  who  is 
very  much  involved  in  thinking  of  how  we  can  use  ports  more  in- 
termodally.  He  will  be  joining  us  very  shortly. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  What  is  his  name? 

Secretary  Pena.  His  name  is  Michael  Huerta.  We  would  be 
happy  to  sit  down  with  you  and  look  at  that  legislation  and  give 
you  our  thoughts  on  it. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Thank  you  so  very  much. 

Mr.  Secretary,  you  have  surmounted  great  obstacles  in  building 
the  new  airport  at  Denver.  At  the  airport  in  Philadelphia,  we  could 
certainly  use  your  vision  to  tackle  some  of  the  problems  we  face. 
Maybe  you  could  help  us  solve  them  as  well  as  you  did  there. 

The  problems  that  we  face  in  Philadelphia  were  outlined  in  an 
editorial  in  the  Philadelphia  Inquirer  on  Monday  past.  I  would  like 
to  submit  that  as  part  of  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  that  editorial  will  appear  in  the 
record. 

[The  editorial  follows:] 


ilnpirer 
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Monday,  March  22,  1993 


A  one-runway  town? 

Philadelphia  airport's  sorry  little  secret 


Philadelphia  was  apparently  get- 
ting badmouthed  over  public  address 
systems  at  airports  across  the  coun- 
try during  the  aftermath  of  the  Big 
Storm  last  weekend. 

A  friend  flying  into  the  city  last 
Monday  from  Cincinnati  reported 
hearing  recurrent  announcements 
that  this  flight  or  that  had  been  de- 
layed "because  they  only  have  one 
runway  open  in  Philadelphia."  What 
made  it  worse  was  operations  were 
by  then  near  normal  at  airports  in 
New  York  and  Boston.  What  was  the 
problem  in  Philly? 

"Ice,"  according  to  Bohdan  N.  Kor- 
zeniowski.  the  city's  acting  director 
of  aviation.  Philadelphia  Interna- 
tional Airport  got  eight  inches  of 
snow  that  Saturday,  which  turned 
mushy  during  the  afternoon,  then 
froze  overnight.  JFK  Airport  in  New 
York  and  Logan  in  Boston,  by  con- 
trast, got  less  snow  —  and  no  ice. 

But  what  had  really  been  contrib- 
uting to  our  friend's  embarrassment 
for  his  city  was  his  knowledge  that 
Philadelphia  International  effec- 
tively has  only  one  runway  even  on 
the  balmiest  of  days. 


There  are,  to  be  sure,  two  major 
runways,  but  they  are  so  close  to- 
gether that  flights  cannot  land  or 
take  off  on  them  simultaneously,  as 
is  the  case  at  most  other  big  city 
airports.  This  slows  efficiency  even 
when  the  weather  is  perfect,  and 
limits  the  airport's  capacity  severely 
when  things  get  inclement. 

Plans  that  wou'd  aUow  independ- 
ent operations  on  two  runways  have 
been  talked  about  for  years.  While 
Mr.  Korzeniowski  diplomatically  de- 
murs, we  have  a  sneaking  suspicion 
that  this  is  emblematic  of  the  things 
that  might  have  been  taken  care  of 
long  ago  if  the  Philadelphia  airport 
had  been  run  by  an  independent 
authority,  as  is  currently  being  pro- 
posed, rather  than  as  a  sub-depart- 
ment of  city  government. 

In  any  event,  the  plans  for  the 
new  runways  are  now  at  the  point 
where  the  environmental  impact  is 
being  assessed,  and,  with  any  luck  at 
all,  they  should  be  in  operation  by 
1997.  Now  let's  all  hope  we  can  just 
keep  the  ice  off  between  now  and 
then,  because  it's  no  fun  being 
branded  a  one-runway  town. 
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AIRPORT  NEEDS 


Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  We  struggle  to  provide  service  to  an  underserved 
market.  We  operate  with  crippling  congestion  and  resulting  costly 
delays.  In  fact,  Philadelphia,  which  serves  the  fifth  largest  city  in 
the  country,  can  only  use  one  of  its  runways  at  a  time  because  they 
are  so  close  together.  We  can't  have  planes  landing  and  taking  off 
simultaneously.  In  essence,  in  Philadelphia  we  must  start  to  re- 
build our  airport. 

In  your  budget  request,  will  you  suggest  levels  of  funding  to  pro- 
vide struggling  airports  like  Philadelphia  with  the  resources  to 
meet  those  needs?  Would  you  support  development  of  a  criteria  to 
target  resources  to  the  airports  with  the  greatest  needs  for  Federal 
assistance? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  certainly  need  to  have  criteria.  The  Depart- 
ment has  had  criteria  in  the  past  in  making  its  discretionary  deci- 
sions. But  clearly  we  need  to  be  more  thoughtful  as  to  how  we 
make  those  investments.  The  dollars  will  be  limited.  The  current 
AIP  program  expires  this  year.  We  are  going  to  come  to  the  Con- 
gress with  a  measure  to  continue  that.  But  we  have  $1.87  billion 
for  the  airport  grant  program,  which  obviously  does  not  meet  all 
the  needs  throughout  the  country. 

I  am  happy  to  sit  down  with  the  people  of  Philadelphia  and  give 
them  whatever  wisdom  I  may  have  developed  in  working  on  the 
Denver  Airport.  But  more  than  that,  recognize  that  we  have  to  be 
very  strategic  in  making  these  investments  throughout  the  country 
given  the  fact  that  we  have  limited  dollars. 

Where  do  we  get  the  most  bang  for  the  buck?  Where  do  we  get 
the  largest  reductions  in  delays,  for  example?  Today,  airline  delay 
costs  are  almost  $3  billion.  If  you  include  the  cost  to  consumers  and 
to  the  travelling  public,  it  is  about  $8  billion,  almost  the  same 
amount  of  losses  the  airlines  experienced  in  the  last  3  years.  So 
this  is  clearly  a  drag  on  our  economic  development  and  the 
strength  of  the  Nation. 

I  would  be  happy  to  sit  down  and  meet  with  the  people  of  Phila- 
delphia and  see  if  there  is  some  way  we  can  be  helpful. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Thank  you  so  very  much.  We  look  forward  to 
meeting  with  you  and  with  Mr.  Huerta. 

Secretary  Pena.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

BTU  TAX  PROPOSAL 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  we  are  running 
out  of  time.  I  have  three  quick  questions. 

If  the  BTU  tax  were  to  be  passed,  will  there  be  an  earmark  in 
there  for  transportation? 

Secretary  Pena.  No,  it  will  go  into  the  general  fund. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  even  though  it  is  a  user  fee,  in  effect,  on  many 
forms  of  transportation,  it  isn't  going  to  do  anything  to  support 
transportation  other  than  what  might  be  taken  out  of  the  general 
fund.  Is  that  correct? 

Secretary  Pena.  That's  correct. 
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FTE  REDUCTIONS 


Mr.  Regula.  Secondly,  I  notice  that  you  want  to  reduce  the  fiscal 
year  1993  1,114  FTE's.  You  only  have  6  months  left.  Do  you  think 
you  will  achieve  that? 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  started  the  process  already. 
The  President  directed  all  the  secretaries  to  do  this.  We  are  work- 
ing very  hard.  Obviously,  our  goal  is  to  meet  the  almost  1,800  FTE 
reduction  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994.  We  think  most  of  this  can 
be  done  through  attrition. 

HIGH  SPEED  RAIL  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Regula.  Thirdly,  what  types  of  high  speed  rail  will  you  be 
advocating,  if  any? 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  we  are  in  the  midst  of  developing 
the  policy.  Let  me  try  to  be  as  specific  as  I  can. 

Assuming  our  budgets  are  adopted,  we  will  have  $1.3  billion  over 
the  next  5  years  to  develop  a  high  speed  rail/maglev  technology 
program.  We  are  trying  to  shape  that  program  today.  We  are 
trying  to  determine  how  best  to  allocate  those  funds  between  high 
speed  rail  and  maglev  technology.  Obviously,  where  we  are  taken 
first  with  respect  to  high  speed  rail  is  into  corridors  where  we 
think  we  will  have  the  largest  bang  for  the  buck.  The  more  diffi- 
cult task  is  trying  to  determine  what  we  will  get  out  of  a  maglev 
prototype  if  in  fact  we  are  going  to  fund  a  maglev  prototype. 

We  are  proceeding  very  cautiously.  The  agenda  we  will  establish 
will  have  specific  triggering  dates — go  or  no-go  dates — by  which 
after  certain  expenditures  if  determined  that  this  is  not  a  wise 
course  to  pursue,  we  would  stop  the  program  or  at  least  make  mid- 
course  corrections.  The  last  thing  I  want  to  do  is  to  find  us,  4  or  5 
years  from  now,  spending  several  hundred  millions  of  dollars  on 
some  technology  and  have  nothing  for  it. 

We  are  trying  to  proceed  thoughtfully,  but  the  bottom  line  is  to 
meet  the  President's  goal  of  having  a  network  of  high  speed  rail 
corridors  around  the  country.  That  is  something  we  will  work  on  as 
a  very  high  priority  for  the  Administration. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  will  all  of  your  questions  be  in  the  record? 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Lightfoot  is  joining  our  panel  today.  He  asked  if 
he  could  come  here  and  ask  a  few  questions.  I  consented. 

He  is  a  valuable  member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
though  I  believe  your  subcommittees  are  Treasury  and  Foreign 
Ops. 

We  are  going  to  count  on  him  for  some  help  with  Customs  and  a 
few  other  little  matters  that  impact  on  transportation.  So  when  he 
asked  if  he  could  ask  you  a  question  or  two,  of  course  I  said  yes. 

CHILD  SAFETY  SEATS  ON  AIRPLANES 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  will  obviously  take  your  recommendations  under  very  serious 
advisement  as  far  as  Customs  is  concerned. 
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Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  only  three  questions  and  I  will  try  to  use 
air  traffic  control  rapidity  here  and  fire  them  at  you  because  we  do 
have  a  vote  on. 

There  are  some  aviation  issues  that  I  have  been  interested  in  for 
several  years.  One  that  is  of  primary  interest  to  me  is  a  piece  of 
legislation  that  requires  child  safety  seats  on  commercial  airplanes. 
We  have  had  support  from  the  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board,  the  Airport  Transport  Association,  the  Association  of  Flight 
Attendants,  and  ALPA.  At  this  point  the  only  people  we  can  find 
in  opposition  is  the  FAA. 

What  is  your  feeling  on  the  legislation?  I  think  we  sent  a  copy  of 
the  bill  over  to  you.  I  hope  you  had  a  chance  to  look  at  it.  If  not,  we 
would  like  to  have  your  feelings  on  it.  Quite  frankly,  would  you  be 
comfortable  in  supporting  this  idea  through  a  rulemaking  process 
rather  than  us  pursuing  it  legislatively? 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  as  I  understand  it,  we  have  just 
closed  our  comment  period  for  rulemaking.  The  FAA  is  in  the  proc- 
ess of  looking  at  those  comments  and  then  determining  which  posi- 
tion we  are  going  to  take.  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  yet  to  sit 
down  with  the  FAA  and  discuss  this. 

Obviously,  I  am  very  much  aware  of  what  has  been  accomplished 
thus  far,  since  I  have  two  small  children.  We  have  to  struggle  with 
those  car  seats  in  the  airplanes  and  try  to  determine  if  we  can 
have  an  empty  seat  next  to  us  so  that  we  won't  be  charged  a  full 
fare  for  using  the  seats.  This  is  something  that  I  am  personally  af- 
fected by,  as  are  so  many  millions  of  Americans. 

Let  me  have  an  opportunity  to  talk  to  the  FAA  about  this.  I 
simply  haven't  had  the  time  to  focus  on  this  particular  issue.  I  will 
certainly  get  back  to  you  on  that  subject. 

AGE-60  RULE  ON  AIRLINE  PILOTS 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  I  appreciate  that. 

The  second  piece  of  legislation  we  have  been  involved  with  is  the 
Age-60  rule  on  airline  pilots.  I  have  a  lot  of  respect  for  the  folks  at 
ALPA  and  realize  that  this  goes  a  lot  deeper  than  what  ap- 
pears on  the  surface,  but  it  seems  to  me — Mr.  Carr  is  a  pilot,  I  am 
a  pilot — if  you  can  pass  a  medical  exam,  you  ought  to  be  able  to  fly. 
Again,  with  what  is  happening  in  Europe  and  the  Far  East,  the 
other  countries  around  the  world  are  raising  the  age  limit.  Are  we 
going  to  be  an  island  here? 

If  you  would  like  to  respond  for  the  record,  I  would  like  to  have 
your  opinion  on  that  as  well. 

Secretary  Pena.  We  are  very  close  to  completing  the  2-year  study 
on  that  subject.  I  believe  it  will  be  completed  in  the  next  couple  of 
weeks.  As  soon  as  we  do  that,  I  will  review  the  report  and  I  am 
sure  we  will  have  a  lot  of  dialogue  about  that  and  hopefully  be  able 
to  come  out  with  some  specific  recommendations. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  My  last  question  is  very  parochial.  Ottumwa, 
Iowa,  is  celebrating  its  50th  year  as  a  naval  training  base — or  it 
was  at  one  time — has  now  been  ordered  by  the  FAA  to  tear  up  sev- 
eral hundred  feet  of  runway  because  the  rules  have  changed  since 
the  runway  was  built  in  the  mid-1960s.  The  NTSB  has  no  incidents 
of  any  safety  problems  that  can  be  traced  to  the  rule  changes.  This 
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was  brought  up  first  in  1976,  I  believe.  It  was  so  urgent  that  they 
put  it  off  until  now,  but  now  the  FAA  says  that  they  must  tear  the 
runway  up. 

This  is  going  to  create  a  very  big  economic  problem.  Because  of 
geographic  location,  it  is  a  very  vital  part  of  that  community.  They 
do  have  commuter  service  in  there. 

I  would  like  you  to  look  at  that,  please,  and  see  what  can  be 
done.  We  have  had  an  exemption  there  since  1976  and  no  one  has 
been  hurt.  It  would  appear  that  that  might  be  something  in  their 
benefit. 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  I  will  look  into  the  matter.  I  am 
not  aware  of  that  particular  issue. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  sit  in  this  morning. 

CAFE  STANDARDS 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  nice  to  have  you  with  us. 

There  is  a  vote  on,  but  it  is  a  journal  vote.  I  think  my  constitu- 
ents will  excuse  me  for  missing  it.  In  the  interest  of  all  the  time 
we're  going  to  be  spending  together  this  morning,  and  to  conserve 
your  time  as  well,  we  will  continue.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  be 
back  shortly. 

One  of  the  issues  I  would  like  to  have  a  discussion  with  you 
about  is  the  issue  of  CAFE  standards.  That  is  an  issue  that  I  have 
been  working  on  and  studying  a  great  deal  over  the  last  10  years. 

While  energy  conservation  is  a  goal  I  think  we  all  share,  and 
while  CAFE  may  have  at  one  point  in  our  country's  history  been 
an  important  inducement  to  improving  the  fuel  efficiency  of  auto- 
mobiles, the  wisdom  in  the  forecasting  ability  of  the  Congress 
proved  actually  pretty  inept.  It  was  first  passed  in  1975  in  response 
to  the  1973  oil  crisis. 

We  assumed  that  actually  we  wouldn't  be  relying  that  much  on 
CAFE,  that  market  forces  were  going  to  do  the  job  for  us  anyway. 
We  expected  at  the  time  that  we  would  end  up  paying  $2.50  or 
maybe  even  $3.00  per  gallon  for  gasoline.  It  didn't  materialize. 

CAFE  has  stuck  with  us.  The  automobile  industry  at  the  time 
was  probably  lagging  in  the  desired  level  of  commitment  toward 
energy  conservation  and  CAFE  was  important  in  getting  them  on 
the  right  track. 

However,  a  predecessor  of  yours.  Senator  Brock  Adams,  former 
Secretary  of  Transportation,  was  responsible  for  implementing  the 
rules  and  the  rules  required  a  certain  ramp-up  period,  required  cer- 
tain credits  be  given  to  companies  that  came  in  well  under  the 
CAFE  requirements. 

This  effort  by  the  Congress  and  the  Administration  to  tinker 
with  the  market  forces  to  get  desirable  social  result  has  had  a  very 
checkered  history. 

In  the  past  campaign,  the  President  said  in  my  home  town  of 
East  Lansing,  Michigan  during  one  of  the  debates,  "I  think  we 
should  try  to  raise  the  fuel  efficiency.  And  let  me  say  this.  I  think 
we  ought  to  have  incentives  to  do  it.  I  think  we  ought  to  push  to  do 
it.  But  that  doesn't  mean  that  we  have  to  write  it  into  law." 
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As  you  know,  CAFE  was  an  issue  in  the  campaign.  It  was 
thought  early  on  that  the  President's  program  was  to  increase 
CAFE  standards.  However,  in  a  clarifying  sense,  he  said  that  CAFE 
ought  to  be  goals  and  we  ought  not  write  it  into  laws,  as  I  quoted 
from  his  statement  during  the  East  Lansing  debate. 

Furthermore,  I  think  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  study  and 
attention  given  to  this  issue.  The  National  Academy  of  Sciences, 
for  example,  a  year  ago,  in  response  to  a  request  by  NHTSA  pro- 
duced a  study  that  indicated  that  beyond  the  smoke  screen  claims 
of  some  of  the  advocates  of  higher  CAFE  levels,  it  is  not  easy,  and 
it  is  not  low-cost  to  achieve  higher  CAFE  in  fuel  economy  levels. 

Furthermore,  the  report  tried  to  understand  more  clearly  the 
roles  of  the  limited  resources  available  to  the  automobile  compa- 
nies, particularly  in  a  time  when  automobile  companies  have  been 
losing  money.  They  talked  about  the  need  for  lead  time  for  product 
changes  and  the  facilities  to  produce  them.  And  more  importantly, 
they  discussed  the  impacts  of  the  CAFE  and  the  trade-offs  on 
safety,  something  that  has  been  discussed  adequately  but  needs  to 
be  underscored. 

An  automobile  is  a  design  compromise  with  any  one  state  of 
technology.  You  trade-off  weight  for  fuel  efficiency  and  you  get  in- 
creased safety  problems.  The  internal  combustion  engine  chemistry 
is  not  always  kind  to  the  trade-offs  between  pollution  and  fuel  effi- 
ciency. 

I  would  just  like  to  get  some  general  thoughts  from  you  on  where 
the  Administration  plans  to  go  with  regard  to  CAFE. 

Secretary  Pena.  Mr.  Chairman,  generally  speaking,  the  Adminis- 
tration supports  progress  in  CAFE  standards.  Having  said  that — 
and  we  are  well  aware  of  the  comments  the  President  made  where 
he  actually  articulated  the  particular  goal  that  he  thought  we 
could  meet. 

Having  said  that,  I  think  there  is  an  interest  in  having  a  better 
understanding  of  whether  the  CAFE  mechanism  has  been  operat- 
ing as  we  had  all  thought  it  was  supposed  to  operate.  I  know  there 
is  some  discussion  about  that.  It  is  in  its  preliminary  stages  at  the 
moment. 

So  while  there  is  interest  in  trying  to  make  progress  in  fuel  econ- 
omy and  fuel  efficiency,  people  are  asking  the  question,  is  the  ap- 
proach we  have  used  historically  the  absolutely  correct  way  of 
achieving  that  overall  national  goal?  Beyond  that,  the  conversa- 
tions are  so  preliminary  that  I  probably  could  not  give  you  much 
more  specifics  about  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  just  wanted  to  signal  to  you  my  rather  intense  inter- 
est in  this  area. 

The  Brookings  Institution  indicated  in  a  study  several  years  ago 
that  regulations  of  the  American  people,  essentially,  through  the 
mechanisms  of  the  automobile  manufacturers  in  the  area  of  safety 
was  efficacious  in  the  area  of  pollution  and  emissions  control.  But 
the  Brookings  Institution  also  said  that  trying  to  regulate  the 
American  people  through  the  automobile  companies  with  regard  to 
energy  efficiency  was  not  efficacious,  that  the  consumer  is  really 
stubborn  about  pursuing  individual  strategies  that  make  sense  to 
the  consumer,  whether  the  Government,  the  Administration,  or  the 
Congress  likes  it  or  not. 
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So  people  can  hang  onto  less  fuel-efficient  cars  longer.  People  can 
buy  trucks  instead  of  station  wagons.  People  can  buy  two  small 
cars  instead  of  one,  adding  up  to  more  fuel  consumption. 

It  appears  that  the  marketplace  is  really  the  place  to  determine 
fuel  efficiency.  In  that  regard,  the  BTU  proposal  of  the  Administra- 
tion may  be  quite  helpful. 

In  addition,  I  know  that  NHTSA  is  under  rulemaking  to  set  1995 
model  year  CAFE  standards  for  light  duty  trucks.  This  is  one  that 
is  a  bit  troublesome,  not  just  from  the  standpoint  of  what  standard 
they  set,  but  the  lead  time  to  do  it.  From  an  automotive  point  of 
view,  they  are  well  into  the  design  and  commitment  on  1995 
trucks. 

So  it  would  appear  that  hopefully  the  Administration  will  take 
into  account  the  lead  times  necessary  to  push  the  technological  en- 
velope relative  to  automotive  production  schedules. 

The  President  had  a  very  productive  meeting  with  the  leaders  of 
the  automobile  industry  and  there  is  every  reason  to  believe — at 
least  from  what  I  hear  in  the  Detroit  area,  part  of  which  I  repre- 
sent— that  there  is  a  real  spirit  of  cooperation  going  here  and  per- 
haps that  is  one  of  the  areas  we  could  look  at  for  some  cooperation. 
I  think  the  lead  times  that  they  need  to  implement  light  duty 
trucks  is  going  to  have  to  be  recognized.  Perhaps  the  Administra- 
tion can  help  out  in  that  regard. 

ON  BOARD  VAPOR  RECOVERY 

Mr.  Carr.  Let's  turn  to  the  issue  of  on  board  refueling  vapor  re- 
covery. We  had  a  chance  to  talk  about  this  a  few  weeks  ago.  I  just 
wanted  to  underscore  to  you  that  in  addition  to  NHTSA,  the  NTSB 
has  a  position  that  on  board  refueling  vapor  recovery  introduces 
sufficient  safety  issues  as  to  advise  that  those  rules  not  be  imple- 
mented. 

As  you  know,  there  was  a  court  suit  by  folks  who  think  every 
automobile,  whether  it  is  out  in  the  plains  of  Kansas  or  in  the 
downtown  city  of  Los  Angeles,  ought  to  be  carrying  around  all 
these  canisters  and  tubes  and  piping  and  valves  that  go  with  them. 

The  Administration  decided  not  to  appeal  that  ruling  of  the 
court  directing  EPA  toward  on  board  recovery.  I  understand  that 
the  automobile  manufacturers  have  pursued  an  appeal. 

Frankly,  I  would  have  hoped  that  the  Administration  would  have 
appealed  because  they  were  a  part  of  the  original  suit  in  support  of 
the  safety  here. 

In  light  of  statements  about  making  safety  a  top  priority  at  DOT 
and  the  firm  NHTSA  findings  about  the  safety  problems  from 
these  canisters,  you  have  a  little  dilemma  here.  How  do  you  plan  to 
proceed? 

Secretary  Pena.  With  great  caution,  Mr.  Chairman.  You  hit  the 
problem  right  on  the  head  that  the  court's  ruling  was  to  the  effect 
that  the  Federal  law  was  technology  forcing  and  that  EPA  had  no 
discretion  in  ordering  on  board  vapor  recovery  devices.  The  fact 
that  an  appeal  is  not  being  taken  necessarily  requires  us  to  go  back 
and  rethink  this.  EPA  is  taking  the  lead.  We  are  going  to  work 
with  EPA  to  determine  what  the  next  steps  are  going  to  be. 
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I  think  the  problem  is  that  the  legislation — according  to  this  one 
court — doesn't  give  us  much  discretion.  The  options  are  pretty  obvi- 
ous. Either  someone  attempts  to  amend  the  legislation  or  we  begin 
to  proceed  in  at  least  the  most  judicious  manner  as  we  possibly 
can. 

That  is  where  we  are  now.  EPA  will  take  the  lead  and  we  will  be 
working  with  them.  I  am  sure  they  will  be  asking  for  more  public 
comment  on  this.  We  would  support  them  in  getting  more  public 
comment. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  the  Administration  be  interested  in  proposing  a 
change  in  the  law,  if  that  is  necessary? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  would  need  to  talk  to  a  lot  of  people  about  that 
before  I  made  a  public  comment. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  dealing  with  safety  here,  and  at  some  point  I 
think  all  of  us — even  those  who  are  not  sophisticated  enough  at  the 
internal  combustion  engine — you  look  under  the  hood  of  a  car 
today  and  it  is  very  dense  in  there.  There  isn't  a  lot  of  empty  room. 
We  took  all  of  that  out  because  we  wanted  fuel  efficiency  and  we 
wanted  to  reduce  the  weight  and  size  of  vehicles  to  make  them 
more  aerodynamically  clean,  and  so  on  and  so  forth. 

The  problem  from  the  standpoint  of  the  manufacturer — and  a  lot 
of  this  ends  up  getting  passed  on  to  the  consumer — is  that  on  the 
day  the  Congress  or  the  Executive  Branch  is  considering  fuel  effi- 
ciency, that  is  the  only  goal.  There  are  no  trade-offs.  Then  a  month 
or  two  later,  or  a  year  or  two  later,  safety  becomes  a  big  issue  and 
that  gets  politicized.  There  is  a  bill  on  the  House  floor  and  the  Ad- 
ministration is  running  around  making  speeches  about  safety.  So 
that  is  the  only  important  goal.  Then  a  few  weeks  or  months  or 
years  later  pollution  becomes  important. 

If  you  are  an  automobile  designer  trying  to  juggle  all  of  these 
conflicting  goals — and  they  do  conflict.  You  can't  do  all  of  this  at 
one  time.  This  on  board  vapor  recovery  thing  seems  to  be  even  in 
the  area  of  silly  regulation  because  it  requires — given  mass  produc- 
tion techniques — every  vehicle,  no  matter  where  they  are — attain- 
ment area  or  non-attainment  area — to  be  dragging  around  extra 
weight,  extra  exposure  to  safety.  It  does  seem  to  me  to  make  much 
more  sense  that  areas  that  have  non-attainment  problems  due  to 
refueling  vapors  ought  to  be  able  to  handle  that  in  those  communi- 
ties. 

We  do  it  here  in  Washington,  D.C.  It  is  not  a  big  inconvenience 
to  collect  the  vapors  at  the  pump.  We  can  make  cars  safer.  I  don't 
understand  how  these  things  get  out  of  control. 

impact  of  btu  tax 

Mr.  Carr.  Mentioning  fuel  efficiency,  and  as  you  and  I  have  dis- 
cussed on  a  number  of  occasions  the  problem  of  fully  funding 
ISTEA — which  I  think  all  of  us  would  love  to  do.  However,  the  au- 
thorized levels  in  ISTEA  were  politically  derived  numbers.  What 
really  impacts  on  this  Committee  is  first  our  commitment  to  all  the 
modes  that  they  will  have  a  steady,  reliable  stream  of  funding  for 

\    their  long-term  planning.  I  think  that  is  something  you  probably 

^^^  share. 
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So  what  our  friends  on  the  authorizing  committee  have  done  in 
the  way  of  a  politically  driven  number  while  some  moral  weight  in 
force  are  probably  less  important  to  this  Member  of  Congress  than 
what  the  revenues  are  into  the  trust  funds.  That  is  something  I 
spend  a  lot  of  time  thinking  about. 

We're  all  wondering  what  the  effect  is  on  the  revenue  of  a  BTU 
tax.  I  am  wondering  about  that  threshold  level.  Has  anyone  in  the 
Department  done  an  analysis  that  would  give  us  any  information 
about  the  impact  of  the  BTU  tax  on  trust  fund  revenues? 

Second,  as  we  discussed  yesterday  by  phone  and  then  this  morn- 
ing it  appears  in  The  Washington  Post,  apparently  the  Administra- 
tion has  an  interest  in  exempting  ethanol,  perhaps  methanol,  from 
the  BTU  tax.  While  ethanol  use  as  an  overall  proposition  today  is 
fairly  small,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  a  total  exemption  of  eth- 
anol and  methanol  will  be  a  powerful  incentive  in  the  marketplace 
to  vastly  increase  that  market  share. 

Since  ethanol  and  methanol  are  exempt  from  paying  the  high- 
way user  fees,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  the  combination  of  a  BTU 
tax  with  an  ethanol  and  methanol  exemption  probably  wipes  out — 
and  I  haven't  done  a  calculation — your  commitment  to  return  2.5 
cents  to  the  trust  fund,  which  isn't  going  to  occur  for  more  than  a 
year  from  now. 

Has  anyone  done  an  analysis?  Were  you  brought  into  the  discus- 
sion of  whether  a  BTU  exemption  for  methanol  and  ethanol  would 
be  a  wise  course?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  Administration  is  maybe 
helping  something  over  here  and  then  causing  a  problem  over 
there. 

Were  you  consulted? 

Secretary  Pena.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  raised  a  very  good 
point.  The  answer  is  no.  Clearly,  I  have  subsequently — since  our 
conversation  yesterday — obtained  correspondence  indicating  that 
there  was  a  concern  about  the  BTU  tax  impact  on  these  alternative 
fuels.  Also,  the  exemption  may  be  applying  to  blends  of  certain 
kinds.  I  have  not  calculated  the  impact  of  it,  but  it  is  a  concern.  We 
will  calculate  that  impact. 

With  respect  to  the  overall  BTU  tax  impact  on  our  projected  rev- 
enues, I  have  been  given  a  very  summary  estimate  of  calculations 
of  the  demand  elasticities.  I  don't  know  how  thorough  this  analysis 
is  but  I  will  give  you  the  preliminary  information  that  we  have  in- 
ternally. 

The  proposed  tax  would  result  in  a  7.5  cent  increase  per  gallon 
over  the  full  3-year  period  when  the  entire  BTU  tax  is  finally  im- 
plemented. The  general  calculation  is  that  it  would  have  about  a  1 
percent  impact  on  the  quantity  of  motor  fuel  demanded,  which  is 
about  $160  million  less  in  the  Highwaj'  Trust  Fund  revenues,  once 
the  full  tax  takes  effect  by  1996.  I  would  like  to  double-check  that 
because  that  is  a  very  preliminary  number. 

But  it  all  adds  up.  If  you  exempt  these  other  fuels,  after  a  while 
you  talk  about  large  numbers.  You  have  raised  a  very  legitimate 
question  and  one  that  we  have  to  obviously  calculate. 

Mr.  Carr.  As  a  preliminary  matter — this  was  frankly  shocking 
news  to  me.  I  think  we  were  all  led  to  believe  that  the  BTU  was 
inviolate,  that  it  was  going  to  be  applied  across-the-board,  and  that 
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there  would  be  no  exemptions.  I  was  rather  shocked  the  other  day 
to  hear  this. 

But  it  may  be  an  opportunity.  I  think  a  number  of  us  in  the  last 
24  hours  have  begun  talking  about  requiring,  at  least  as  an  offset, 
that  the  alternative  fuels  begin  paying  their  fair  share  of  user  fees. 
It  may  be  a  laudable  goal  of  the  Administration  to  exempt  emerg- 
ing alternative  fuels  from  the  BTU  tax  because  that  is  a  general 
trust  fund  consequence.  On  the  other  hand,  the  whole  purpose  of 
the  BTU  tax  and  the  exemption  is  to  drive  more  alternative  fuel 
use. 

It  seems  that  if  these  alternative  fuels  are  to  come  of  age,  par- 
ticularly with  Federal  support,  that  they  begin  paying  their  fair 
share  of  highway  use  for  the  Trust  Fund.  Perhaps  we  can  work  to- 
gether to  effect  that  change.  If  the  Administration,  for  other 
energy  reasons  that  are  not  transportation-related,  wants  to  en- 
courage alternative  fuels  through  exemptions  to  the  BTU  tax,  then 
that  is  up  to  them.  But  I  hope  that  at  least  we  can  work  together 
to  preserve  the  integrity  of  revenues  to  the  Trust  Fund. 

Secretary  Pena.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  like  an  opportunity  to 
come  up  with  the  figures  and  try  to  determine  the  actual  impact. 
We  will  provide  that  information  to  you  as  soon  as  we  calculate 
that. 

INVESTMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  appreciate  that. 

Further  in  the  area  of  the  trust  funds,  I  might  say  that  we  have 
had  some  discussions  and  I  am  encouraged  by  your  responses  that 
we  look  at  the  need  to  invest  in  America's  infrastructure  in  a  way 
that  produces  an  economic  return  to  the  economy.  If  we  do  it  in  a 
way  that  doesn't  produce  that  economic  return,  we  are  actually 
dragging  the  economy  because  those  dollars  could  have  been  better 
spent  for  greater  productive  use  either  in  other  public  investment 
or  left  in  the  private  sector. 

So  against  that  standard,  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in 
developing  criteria  where  we  can  evaluate  fairly  the  economic 
value  of  a  particular  investment  that  we  propose  to  make.  I  think 
it  will  help  both  the  Administration  and  certainly  the  performance 
of  Congress  as  we  decide  what  investments  to  make.  Investments 
won't  be  disqualified  because  they  have  political  support.  On  the 
other  hand,  political  support  by  itself  should  not  be  the  determiner 
as  to  what  kinds  of  investments  we  make. 

In  that  regard,  we  would  like  to  work  with  you  in  a  cooperative 
fashion  to  see  what  money  can  be  recovered  that  is  in  pipelines  for 
unproductive  investments.  However,  we  would  want  to  do  that  on 
an  even-handed  basis.  We  have  heard  some  rumors  that  0MB  in- 
tends that  we  will  only  apply  that  standard  to  appropriation  deci- 
sions and  not  to  authorization  decisions  in  ISTEA.  I  want  to  signal 
to  you  that  if  we're  going  to  go  about  scrubbing  down  so-called 
demonstration  projects,  we're  going  to  do  it  even-handedly  and  not 
as  a  result  of  which  committee  it  came  out  of. 
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TRUST  FUND  DIVERSIONS 


Mr.  Carr.  Also,  to  preserve  the  investment  that  people  think 
we're  going  to  make  with  their  money,  I  would  solicit  your  help  in 
attempting  to  reduce  the  diversions  we  get  out  of  the  Trust  Fund. 
It  seems  as  though  if  you  have  a  trust  fund,  a  lot  of  people  find 
worthwhile  goals  for  financing  their  activities  out  of  the  Trust 
Fund,  regardless  of  whether  the  activity  is  really  transportation  or 
not. 

The  other  day,  we  had  testimony  on  an  authorization  for  taking 
Trust  Fund  money  for  bike  trails  and  recreational  trails.  While 
recreation  is  a  great  goal — I  think  we  all  recreate — this  Committee 
is  about  transportation,  not  recreation.  So  we  had  some  testimony 
that  at  least  one  state  wanted  to  take  some  money  out  of  the  Trust 
Fund  for  a  program  of  trail  etiquette. 

Trail  etiquette?  That  is  something  that  people  pull  up  to  a  gas 
pump  and  they  see  those  numbers  running  up  and  they  know  that 
a  piece  of  that  is  going  to  go  to  build  better  highways  and  build 
bridges.  I  think  if  you  put  a  little  sticker  on  each  one  of  those  gas 
pumps  across  America  and  said  that  some  of  this  money  is  going 
for  trail  etiquette,  we  would  have  a  revolt  on  our  hands. 

But  people  in  the  Congress,  meaning  well  things,  put  little  things 
in  the  bills  here,  there,  and  everywhere  to  try  to  find  sources  of 
funding  and  trust  funds  become  a  big  target.  I  hope  that  if  trail 
etiquette  is  a  pressing  problem  in  America  that  we  find  a  way  to 
finance  that  in  a  budget  other  than  transportation.  I  hope  we  can 
get  your  support  in  that. 

Just  because  I  want  to  make  sure  that — people  think  that  I  am 
picking  on  trails.  The  gentleman  said  that  off-road  vehicles  and 
motorcycles  are  paying  into  the  Trust  Fund  and  they  use  the  trails. 
He  didn't  seem  to  have  an  answer  when  I  asked  him  about  my 
lawn  mower.  Can  I  get  into  the  Trust  Fund  for  some  fertilizer  for 
my  lawn  because  I  use  my  lawn  mower  on  my  lawn? 

It  gets  ridiculous.  I  hope  the  Administration  really  gets  tough  on 
this.  None  of  that,  I  might  say,  comes  out  of  this  Committee. 

Another  one — I  have  a  little  poster  here.  I  am  picking  on  my 
own  state  here.  I  am  probably  going  to  hear  from  somebody  about 
this.  This  is  a  little  poster  that  came  to  my  attention  that  comes 
from  Michigan.  The  Michigan  Municipal  League  sent  this  around. 
The  headline  on  it  says,  "There  is  money  in  ISTEA  and  founda- 
tions for  historic  preservation." 

It  talks  about  coming  to  Lansing  on  March  24th  to  have  a  semi- 
nar and  they  have  the  whole  program  lined  up  here  about  how  you 
can  learn  to  pick  the  Trust  Fund's  pocket  for  historic  preservation. 

I  happen  to  be  in  favor  of  historic  preservation.  I  think  we  need 
to  do  that  to  hand  our  culture  on  to  future  generations.  But  out  of 
ISTEA?  Is  that  why  we  passed  the  ISTEA  bill? 

To  be  sure,  the  amounts  of  money  are  small  compared  to  the 
other,  but  every  time  the  Trust  Fund  leaks,  it  is  the  same  thing  as 
exempting  alternative  fuels  from  the  Trust  Fund.  It  is  not  pointing 
us  in  the  direction  of  the  goals  that  I  think  this  Administration  has 
in  mind. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Administration,  as  it  is  looking  toward  the 
reauthorization  of  ISTEA,  airports,  or  whatever  it  is,  that  it  tries  to 
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keep  the  focus  on  transportation  and  let  others  in  other  parts  of 
the  Government  do  what  they  want  to  do  about  historic  preserva- 
tion or  recreational  trails  so  that  at  least  when  it  comes  to  Con- 
gress those  items  are  fairly  evaluated  in  a  budget  that  deals  with 
recreation  or  historic  preservation. 

I  will  tell  you  right  now — and  people  might  think  I  am  a  real 
hard-nosed  guy — but  if  I  have  anything  to  say  about  it,  we're  not 
going  to  appropriate  non-transportation  things  out  of  the  Transpor- 
tation Subcommittee.  I  might  go  help  them  in  another  committee, 
but  it  isn't  fair  to  do  an  end-run  on  those  appropriation  subcommit- 
tees and  come  running  here  for  all  manner  of  things  that  don't 
deal  with  transportation. 

That  is  more  a  speech  than  it  is  a  question,  but  if  you  have  a 
comment,  we  would  certainly  like  your  support  and  help  in  disci- 
plining ourselves  with  regard  to  the  Trust  Fund  and  the  invest- 
ment. 

You  don't  want  to  swing  at  that  one? 

Secretary  Pena.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  was  a  very  high  ball. 

I  agree  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  don't  have  enough  money. 
The  needs  far  exceed  the  revenues  and  even  the  levels  we  have  in 
ISTEA  today.  Look  at  highways.  We  are  funding  about  50  percent 
of  those  needs.  We're  doing  a  better  job  in  the  transit  area,  but  we 
can't  afford  to  be  squandering  the  money.  It  has  to  be  very  focused. 

I  have  always  believed  that — and  I  tried  to  do  this  when  I  was 
mayor  of  Denver — if  you're  going  to  increase  the  tax,  you  ought  to 
be  very  clear  about  how  you're  going  to  use  it  and  let  people  see 
the  benefits  of  their  hard-earned  money.  You  ought  not  to  spread  it 
around  so  much  that  you  finally  see  no  impact.  That  is  a  big  con- 
cern. 

We  will  be  vigilant  about  ensuring  that  these  funds  are  used  for 
the  purposes  for  which  we  all  thought  they  were  going  to  be  used, 
given  the  pressing  needs  in  the  area  of  transportation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Again,  I  don't  want  to  kick  a  dead  horse,  but  the 
ISTEA  authorized  $30  million  a  year  for  recreational  trails.  Then 
ISTEA  authorized  a  whopping  $5  million  a  year  for  five  high  speed 
rail  corridors.  With  all  due  respect  to  our  authorizing  brethren,  I 
don't  understand  those  priorities.  And  I  don't  understand  what 
kind  of  advice  they  are  giving  us  to  invest  in  America.  It  just  bog- 
gles my  mind. 

MOTOR  FUEL  TAX  REVENUES 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  just  for  a  moment 
put  on  the  record  the  Administration's  plan  for  the  return  of  the 
2.5  cents.  I  know  that  you  and  I  have  talked  about  this.  I  am  fully 
aware  of  what  you're  doing  and  I  appreciate  your  giving  me  some 
information  yesterday. 

But  so  that  our  record  of  this  hearing  is  complete,  could  you 
state  the  Administration's  position  for  us? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  would  be  happy  to  do  so,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  first  get  to  the  bottom  line  and  then  give  a  brief  explana- 
tion as  to  how  we  got  there. 

We  have  proposed  to  put  the  2.0  cent  of  gas  tax  revenue  back 
into  the  highway  account  and  .5  cent  of  tax  revenue  into  the  tran- 
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sit  account  with  this  stipulation — and  this  language  will  be  written 
into  the  legislation — in  the  out-years,  particularly  in  1997,  where 
there  may  be  a  problem,  particularly  with  the  highway  account  as 
it  hits  the  Byrd  Amendment  triggering  device,  that  we  would  have 
the  flexibility  to  borrow  from  one  account  or  the  other  to  take  care 
of  problems  that  may  exist  in  the  out-years. 

We  have  done  that  for  a  number  of  reasons.  One,  there  were  a 
number  of  people  who  told  us  that  there  was  some  unwritten  un- 
derstanding or  agreement  about  the  relationship  between  transit 
and  highways,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  gas  tax,  and  that 
there  was  an  understanding  that  20  percent  would  go  into  transit. 
We  have  tried  to  honor  that  understanding,  although  I  was  not 
privy  to  it,  obviously. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  feel  an  obligation  to  have  an  honest  budget. 
The  budget  numbers  will  indicate  in  the  out-years  that  we  are 
going  to  have  a  potential  problem  in  the  highway  account,  particu- 
larly in  1997.  Therefore,  we  felt  it  was  important  that  we  allow  for 
this  borrowing  mechanism  to  occur  if  we  need  it. 

The  practical  effect  of  all  this  is  that  the  Congress  will  be  re- 
working the  ISTEA  legislation  before  then.  So  before  we  get  to 
those  out-years  of  1997  and  1998,  the  legislation  is  going  to  have  to 
be  redrafted  or  ISTEA  II  will  have  been  adopted  by  ^  ngress  so 
technically  we  won't  have  to  face  that  potential  problem  in  1998. 

That  is  the  approach  we  have  taken.  We  have  tried  to  strike  a 
balance  and  on  the  other  hand  try  to  have  an  honest  budget  and 
not  lead  you  or  the  American  people  to  think  that  somehow  there 
is  not  a  potential  problem  in  the  highway  side  of  the  formula. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  your  answer.  I  obviously  have  many, 
many  more  questions,  but  I  would  like  to  call  upon  my  friend  from 
Virginia,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

APPOINTMENTS 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  would  just  like  to  go  through  a  couple  more 
questions. 

When  do  you  think  you  will  have  all  the  modal  administrators 
on?  When  is  your  target  date? 

Secretary  Pena.  As  quickly  as  possible.  I  don't  have  a  drop  dead 
target  date.  I  can  tell  you  that  we  have  six  presidential  appoint- 
ments approved  by  the  White  House.  In  addition  to  that,  I  have  12 
or  13  people  who  were  brought  on  in  a  non-presidential  capacity  in 
the  Department.  There  are  obviously  more  names  in  the  White 
House  today.  We  are  pushing  as  hard  as  we  can  to  bring  our  people 
on  board.  I  wish  I  could  give  you  a  drop  dead  date,  but  I  simply 
can't  because  this  process  has  been  a  challenging  one,  to  say  the 
least. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  would  assume  FAA  is  at  the  top  of  the  list. 

Secretary  Pena.  There  is  a  name  at  the  White  House  as  we 
speak  on  the  FAA. 

AIRLINE  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Wolf.  On  the  airport  question,  you  will  have  that  committee 
appointed  next  week? 
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Secretary  Pena.  The  Airline  Commission? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes. 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes.  We  have  been  working  with  the  leadership 
of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  and  the  leadership  of  the  minori- 
ty party  in  both  bodies  to  put  together  those  names.  Those  names 
are  now  at  the  White  House  and  they  are  very  close  to  finalization. 

Mr.  Wolf.  All  the  names  are  at  the  White  House? 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes,  with  the  exception  of  one  name.  I  think 
there  was  one  name  in  the  House  that  dropped  out  that  was  pro- 
posed by  the  House  leadership.  I  think  they  are  coming  back  with 
another  name.  But  I  think  that  about  all  of  them  have  been  sub- 
mitted. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  the  airlines  came  before  the  Committee,  they 
raised  concern  that  a  lot  of  their  problems  are  because  the  airport 
terminals  are  so  elaborate  that  it  is  therefore  having  an  impact  on 
their  bottom  line. 

Have  you  taken  a  look  at  that?  Or  will  this  be  one  of  the  issues 
that  the  Commission  looks  at? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  don't  know  that  that  specific  issue  will  be  ad- 
dressed by  the  Commission.  The  mandate  for  the  Commission 
under  the  law  is  certainly  broad  enough  to  look  at  that,  if  it  so 
chooses.  I  frankly  think  that  there  are  many  more  compelling  cost 
issues  that  the  airlines  are  facing  that  will  be  a  higher  priority  for 
the  Commission  to  analyze,  particularly  when  you  have  a  90-day 
window  to  get  the  job  done. 

Mr.  Wolf.  They  ought  to  look  at  that,  though.  The  airlines 
raised  this  without  us  asking.  It  seems  to  be  an  important  issue  to 
them.  Obviously,  it  is  not  the  most  important,  but  it  might  be 
something  you  might  ask  them  to  look  at. 

STIMULUS  PROJECTS 

Can  you  furnish  the  Committee  a  list  of  the  projects  that  will  be 
funded,  assuming  the  stimulus  package  passes?  There  have  been  a 
lot  of  complaints  about  golf  courses  and  parking  garages  and  things 
like  this. 

Do  you  have  a  list  of  all  the  projects,  assuming  the  stimulus 
package  passes,  that  will  be  funded  with  the  part  that  comes 
through  your  Department? 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes  and  no.  Let  me  break  them  down  one  at  a 
time.  In  the  area  of  highways,  obviously  those  decisions  are  going 
to  be  made  by  the  states. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  won't  there  be  some  examination  from  your  De- 
partment? I  heard  the  President  say  the  other  day  that  this  type  of 
activity  would  not  be  permitted  to  take  place.  So  you're  obviously 
going  to  have  to  look  to  see  what  they're  doing. 

Secretary  Pena.  Obviously.  They  would  have  to  satisfy  the  crite- 
ria we  have  under  ISTEA  for  the  highway  account.  Our  regional 
offices  would  have  that. 

We  are  still  waiting  for  the  states  to  tell  us  their  final  priorities. 
We  are  already  starting  what  we  call  the  PS&E  process  where  we 
evaluate  the  plans  and  specifications  now,  before  the  legislation  is 
passed,  so  that  we  can  cut  3  weeks  off  the  time  in  order  for  it  to  go 
to  bid  immediately,  hopefully  in  the  month  of  April  if  the  stimulus 
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package  is  passed  quickly.  It  is  only  a  matter  of  time  that  we  could 
get  you  a  list  of  all  those  projects  because  they  have  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Could  you  also  get  also  get  us  a  list  of  the  projects 
that  are  funded  at  the  end  so  that  we  can  check  to  see  if  this  was  a 
stimulus  type  of  project  or  one  that  the  States  just  threw  on  simply 
because  they  wanted  funding? 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  let  me  answer  generally  that  the 
Administration  is  already  devising  mechanisms  of  accountability. 
We,  ourselves,  are  very  concerned  that  the  appropriate  projects  are 
picked;  that  the  money  is  spent  quickly  to  have  the  stimulus  effect; 
and  that  we  have  the  impact  we  had  projected.  So  we  are  going  to 
count  the  jobs  that  were  created.  W^e  are  doing  this  ourselves  to 
monitor  how  good  of  a  job  we  are  doing  together  with  the  states. 
That  will  be  across-the-board. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  that  is  important  because  the  ready-  to-go  list 
included  money  for  bus  driver  uniforms. 

Secretary  Pena.  That  is  not  going  to  be  funded. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  the  American  people  know  that  the  deficit  is  the  big- 
gest issue  and  they  are  paying  additional  revenue  and  spending 
money  that  they  don't  have  for  bus  driver  uniforms — if  you  could 
give  us  a  report,  we  would  appreciate  it.  I  know  you  are  committed 
to  make  sure,  but  I  think  if  they  know  for  the  record  that  you're 
going  to  go  back  and  look  at  all  these  projects  a  year  from  now — 
perhaps  maybe  even  we  would  hold  a  hearing  to  examine  what  the 
stimulus  package  did. 

HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 

When  the  Administration  says  high  speed  rail — Mr.  Claytor 
came  before  the  Committee  and  helped  me  out  a  little  bit  because  I 
have  used  terms  interchangeably — there  is  high  speed  and  ultra 
high  speed.  Ultra  high  speed  is  150  mph  and  above.  What  does  the 
Administration  mean  when  they  use  the  term  high  speed? 

Secretary  Pena.  That  is  a  very  good  question.  Congressman.  I 
would  have  to  say  that  right  now,  as  we  shape  our  policy,  we 
haven't  yet  fixed  on  a  commitment  to  a  particular  kind  of  either 
high  speed  or  ultra  high  speed  technology  yet. 

Minimally,  we  believe  we  have  to  get  the  corridors  up  to  125 
mph.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  minimum  bottom  line  and  then 
work  beyond  that.  But  we  are  not  at  the  point  yet  where  I  can  tell 
you  exactly  what  amount  of  these  resources  will  go  to  150  mph  to 
180  mph,  or  200  mph,  225  mph,  and  beyond.  We  are  not  there  yet. 

INSPECTOR  GENERAL  REPORTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  have  a  formal  mechanism  for  following  up 
with  the  Inspector  General  reports?  I  have  often  been  concerned.  I 
am  even  concerned  sometimes  here  at  the  committee  hearings — 
and  not  referring  to  this  subcommittee — when  they  ask  for  a  sub- 
mission for  the  record,  it  never  gets  submitted.  I  have  looked  at 
some  that  are  just  garbage.  People  think  that  it  will  never  be 
looked  at  again.  And  most  of  the  time,  they  are  actually  right. 

I  worry  about  it  the  same  with  regard  to  the  departments  on  the 
Inspector  General  reports. 
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Do  you  have  a  formal  procedure  or  checklist  that  you  go  back 
and  see  what  the  Inspector  General  recommended  and  that  you 
will  be  following  up  on  it? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  are  just  starting  that  relationship. 

I  can  tell  you  that  I  get  a  listing  of  the  priorities  that  the  IG  will 
have  for  this  coming  year  and  what  areas  the  IG  will  be  examin- 
ing, and  also,  generally  speaking,  a  percentage  allocation  of  re- 
sources. For  example,  with  the  bogus  parts  area,  I  know  that  about 
half  of  the  inspectors  of  the  IG  are  working  on  that  issue.  I  get  the 
reports  when  they  are  completed.  That  is  the  general  process  we 
are  using  now. 

But  I  think  you  have  raised  a  good  point,  and  that  is  to  have  a 
long-term  monitoring  of  all  the  work  of  the  IG  and  determining 
whether  or  not  all  those  investigations  were  worthwhile.  Obviously, 
some  of  them  may  not  pay  off  in  a  lot  of  improvements,  but  I  think 
by  and  large  the  IG's  work  in  the  Department  of  Transportation 
historically  has  been  fairly  good. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  so.  I  have  been  impressed.  I  just  think  it  is 
important  for  you  to  follow  up.  You  are  sort  of  the  arbiter  there. 
The  same  is  with  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board.  When 
they  come  out  with  recommendations,  80  percent  or  85  percent  are 
adopted.  What  happens  to  the  other  15  percent?  There  may  be  le- 
gitimate reasons  why  they're  not,  but  I  think  particularly  your 
office  needs  to  look  to  see  why  they  weren't  adopted  and  whether 
there  was  a  valid  reason. 

A  lot  of  hearings  are  held  up  here  that  there  is  no  follow-up  on.  I 
think  it  is  important  at  the  Department  that  there  be  some  check- 
list to  make  sure. 

UNDOCUMENTED  AIRLINE  PASSENGERS 

There  is  a  bill  that  was  put  in  of  which  I  am  a  cosponsor.  Con- 
gressman McCoUum  is  the  sponsor  of  the  bill.  I  have  asked  this 
question  of  the  airport  authorities  that  came  before  the  Committee 
the  last  couple  of  days. 

The  Central  Intelligence  Agency,  is  in  my  congressional  district, 
and  many  of  the  employees  that  work  at  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  are  my  constituents.  The  two  people  that  were  killed  at  the 
Agency  were  killed  by  a  man  who  came  in  on  an  illegal  passport.  I 
don't  know  if  you  saw  the  60  Minutes  piece,  but  right  now  if  some- 
one comes  in  with  fraudulent  documents,  they  get  on  the  aircraft, 
they  flush  their  documents  down  the  toilet,  they  come  into  Kenne- 
dy or  Orlando  or  Miami  and  they  then  say  that  they  have  no  docu- 
ments. Under  the  law,  all  they  have  to  say  is  that  they  are  seeking 
political  asylum  and  nothing  else. 

In  the  Kennedy  Airport,  they  had  about  35,000  or  40,000  that 
came  in  last  year  and  they  never  find  them  again.  They  just  go 
into  the  system. 

I  believe  two  of  the  individuals  who  were  arrested  in  the  World 
Trade  Center  incident  are  in  the  same  category.  They  declared  po- 
litical asylum. 

And  we  want  to  maintain  political  asylum  because  when  some- 
body is  fleeing  China  or  Nicaragua  or  Cuba  we  want  to  have  that 
opportunity   open.    But   the   McCoUum   bill   calls   for   a   political 
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asylum  type  of  officer  at  every  major  airport,  who  would  question 
these  people  and  check  documents. 

Would  you  take  a  look  at  the  bill?  Do  you  have  any  feelings 
about  that? 

Secretary  Pena.  My  first  question  is,  Why  can't  our  current  per- 
sonnel do  that  anyway? 

Mr.  Wolf.  All  they  have  to  say  now  is  political  asylum  and  that 
is  enough. 

Secretary  Pena.  Let  me  look  into  that.  I  have  some  notes  here 
that  apparently  we  hold  people  pending  an  INS  review.  But  my 
question  is  that  we  ought  to  have  at  least  one  of  our  current  INS 
personnel  at  the  airport  who  have  training  in  this  area  who  can 
specifically  be  designated.  I  don't  think  you're  suggesting  that  we 
bring  on  additional  people. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  may  be.  I  may  be.  If  you  could  talk  to  the  wife  of  the 
one  man  who  was  killed — his  wife  was  in  the  car  with  him  when 
he  was  gunned  down  with  an  automatic  weapon  that  came  from 
China.  I  think  this  Administration  should  look  at  the  weapon 
trades  coming  in  from  China  when  you  consider  MFN.  I  know  you 
don't  get  involved  in  that  question. 

You  might  want  to  get  the  60  Minutes  piece.  But  right  now  there 
are  no  places  to  hold  detainees.  All  they  have  to  do  is  come  in  and 
declare  political  asylum  and  there  is  nothing  that  can  be  done. 

There  are  two  schools  of  thought.  One  is  that  we  have  a  pre- 
clearance  check  where  they  are.  But  many  are  coming  from  places 
where  there  are  no  American  immigration  authorities.  The  other  is 
that  perhaps  the  airlines  should  have  to  send  them  back.  That  is 
an  expense  for  the  airlines.  But  when  90  percent  never  show  up  for 
their  hearing,  there  should  be  some  mechanism  to  weed  out  the 
ones  whose  asylum  requests  are  not  legitimate. 

I  will  send  you  a  copy  of  the  bill. 

Secretary  Pena.  We  certainly  will  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  On  another  issue,  I  have  been  helping  a  woman  from 
California  whose  husband  was  Serbian  and  took  her  two  children 
to  Serbia.  I  met  her  when  I  was  in  Belgrade.  There  are  a  group  of 
mothers  who  are  asking  that  the  Federal  Government  look  at  the 
possibility  of  implementing  some  mechanism  for  preventing  non- 
custodial parents  from  taking  children  out  of  the  U.S.  I  was  told 
that  we  have  an  arrangement  with  Mexico  to  do  this. 

You  may  have  seen  the  movie  about  the  woman  from  Iran  whose 
ex-husband  took  the  children  to  Iran. 

Could  you  take  a  look  and  see  if  you  think  there  is  some  way  we 
could  check  documents  if  there  is  that  type  of  case  pending  so  that 
the  children  would  not  be  kidnapped. 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes,  Congressman.  We  can  look  at  that. 

corridor  h  project 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

If  you  could  have  somebody  come  up  and  talk  to  me  about  Corri- 
dor H — you  probably  don't  know  anything  about  Corridor  H.  Corri- 
dor H  is  a  road  that  has  cost  us  $1.6  billion.  How  much  is  in  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  every  year  to  build  highways? 

Secretary  Pena.  A  total  of  about  $20  billion. 


43 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  that  is  a  significant  amount.  The  cost  would  be 
about  $1.6  billion.  It  was  put  in  years  and  years  ago.  I  am  getting  a 
lot  of  mail  from  West  Virginia  in  opposition  to  Corridor  H.  I  am 
also  getting  a  lot  of  mail  from  my  congressional  district  in  opposi- 
tion to  Corridor  H.  If  you  could  have  somebody  in  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  look  at  it  and  tell  me  the  meaning  of  it,  if 
it  has  to  be  built,  or  what  the  case  is  now. 

Apparently  it  was  passed  years  and  years  ago  and  now  they  are 
getting  ready  to  have  to  come  before  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation for  the  funding. 

Secretary  Pena.  We  will  look  into  it,  Congressman. 

MATCHING  SHARE  ON  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

What  are  your  feelings  about  giving  favoritism  to  demonstration 
projects  that  have  a  higher  share  than  the  80/20  match?  That's 
like  when  you  apply  for  a  job  in  the  Federal  Government,  if  you 
have  Veteran's  preference  you  get  so  many  points.  Do  you  have 
any  thought  about  a  formula  like  that  which  would  give  more  em- 
phasis to  a  project  that  had  a  higher  match? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  think  we  have  to  do  those  sorts  of  things  and 
to  give  additional  points  for  those  communities  that  are  willing  to 
come  to  the  table  with  a  higher  amount.  It  demonstrates  a  real 
commitment  in  the  local  community  that  it  is  serious  about  the 
project  and  not  simply  looking  to  the  Federal  Government  to  fund 
it,  and  it  certainly  maximizes  and  leverages  our  limited  resources 
to  a  higher  degree. 

The  only  caution  I  would  provide  is  that  you  don't  want  that  to 
be  the  predominant  criteria  or  the  only  criteria  because  there  are 
communities  which  either  because  they  are  property-poor  or  have 
other  inner  city  distress  problems  may  not  be  able  to  do  that.  But 
certainly  I  think  it  ought  to  be  put  on  the  table  as  one  of  the  crite- 
ria that  you  look  at  as  extra  points. 

COAST  GUARD  BUDGET  FOR  DRUG  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  know  how  many  man-days  or  what  percentage 
of  the  Coast  Guard  budget  goes  for  the  interdiction  of  drugs? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  do  not  have  that  specific  number  off  the  top  of 
my  head. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Could  you  look  at  the  overlap  between  Coast  Guard 
and  DEA  and  the  Coast  Guard  and  Customs?  We  found  several 
years  ago  that  the  Coast  Guard  had  fast  boats  and  the  Customs  had 
fast  boats.  One  day  we  went  down  to  Miami  and  we  went  out  on  a 
fast  boat  to  do  some  drug  interdicting  and  we  passed  another  fast 
boat  and  it  was  the  Coast  Guard.  This  committee  took  away  the 
fast  boats. 

I  wonder  how  much  money  of  the  Coast  Guard's  budget  goes 
toward  drug  interdiction.  There  is  a  theory  going  around  that 
maybe  we're — not  that  we're  spending  too  much  on  enforcement, 
but  that  there  ought  to  be  a  better  balance  between  enforcement 
and  treatment.  I  was  also  wondering  if  you  had  any  thought  about 
the  aerostat  balloons  that  people  think  are  a  waste  of  money  and 
Coast  Guard's  feeling  with  regard  to  the  aerostat  balloons. 
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Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  on  the  first  question,  I  can  tell 
you  that  the  Administration  is  currently  reviewing  our  entire 
policy  in  this  area  and  there  is  an  interdepartmental  effort  which 
will  be  launched  in  this  direction.  I  will  be  happy  to  look  at  the 
specific  question. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  percentage  of  the  Coast  Guard  dollar  that  goes  to 
drug  interdiction? 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes,  we  will  look  at  that.  The  same  is  true  with 
the  aerostat  balloons. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

About  14  percent  of  the  Coast  Guard's  Operating  Expenses  account  supported 
maritime  drug  law  enforcement  in  FY  1992.  This  percentage,  which  is  expected  to 
continue  in  FY  1993  and  FY  1994,  is  down  from  25  percent  in  FY  1987  and  19  per- 
cent in  FY  1991.  Actual  spending  is  estimated  at  $369  million  in  FY  1994. 

With  regard  to  the  operation  of  the  aerostat  balloons.  Congress  directed  the  trans- 
fer from  Coast  Guard  to  Defense  of  both  the  land-based  and  sea-based  balloons.  The 
aerostats  are  being  operated  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  and  the  U.S.  Army  and  they  con- 
tinue to  play  a  role  in  detection  and  monitoring  of  drug  traffic. 

TRASH  ALONG  RAIL  CORRIDORS 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  don't  know  who  this  would  come  under,  but  when 
you  ride  on  the  rails  in  the  Northeast  Corridor — and  I  was  raised 
in  Philadelphia  about  a  half  a  block  from  that  corridor — if  you  go 
along  there  you  will  see  that  there  has  been  trash  dumped  down 
the  embankments. 

I  don't  know  who  is  responsible.  Obviously,  Amtrak  doesn't  have 
a  lot  of  money  to  clean  that  up,  but  you  mentioned  about  looking 
at  different  things  like  that.  I  am  not  suggesting  that  to  clean  that 
up  would  make  people  want  to  ride  the  trains  anymore,  but  is 
there  any  jurisdiction,  or  has  anyone  given  any  thought  as  to  how 
you  clean  up  the  embankments  along  the  rail  lines? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  am  sure  that  there  has  been  a  lot  of  thought 
given  to  it  already.  I  am  confident  that  the  answer  is  going  to  be 
that  the  person  with  jurisdiction  doesn't  want  to  pay  the  money  to 
get  the  job  done.  Let  me  look  at  that  and  see  how  we  can  encour- 
age people  to  do  a  better  job  in  cleaning  up  that  trackage. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

BORDER  TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First  of  all,  I  appreciate  very  much  the  caveat  that  was  in  your 
response  to  Mr.  Wolfs  question  concerning  the  mix.  Certainly  in 
his  district  when  they  determine  to  raise  property  taxes  a  nickel  it 
makes  a  big  difference  in  the  amount  of  revenues  they  generate.  In 
my  district,  when  we  agree  to  raise  our  taxes  a  dime,  it  raises  a  lot 
more  money  in  his  than  mine. 

So  while  he  can  talk  about  the  percentages,  the  sacrifice  is  some- 
times something  that  ought  to  be  taken  into  account.  I  would  hope 
that  if  any  formulas  are  ever  worked  out  in  your  Department  or  by 
any  legislation  I  will  monitor  them  to  assure  that  they  take  into 
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account  that  very  issue,  something  that  I  am  sure  you  are  fully 
cognizant  of  as  a  former  mayor. 

I  did  not  get  into  the  international  issues  as  much.  You  talked 
about  intermodalism.  I  am  one  of  those  that  believes  very  seriously 
and  have  asked  the  railroads  and  others  to  help  in  this  respect — I 
wondered  whether  you  already  had  on  your  agenda  meetings  with 
your  counterparts  at  various  agencies  in  the  Department  with  au- 
thorities in  Mexico.  I  would  be  interested  in  that,  particularly 
when  it  comes  to  freight  rail  and  those  kinds  of  things,  as  to  what 
we  can  do  to  better  coordinate  our  efforts  to  deal  with  current 
trade — never  mind  the  NAFTA. 

Trade  has  increased  dramatically,  creating  other  intercity  prob- 
lems, particularly  on  the  southern  border. 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  we  have  in  the  Department  an  in- 
ternal group  that  has  been  working  for  several  years  on  this  trans- 
portation issue  as  it  respects  Canada  and  Mexico.  I  have  been 
briefed  on  that. 

I  will  be  meeting  with  Secretary  Caso  Lombardo  from  Mexico 
next  month.  He  is  coming  to  Washington  and  will  begin  a  dialogue 
about  some  of  those  issues  personally. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  asked  that  in  the  previous  Ad- 
ministration, and  they  met  with  me  and  I  felt  that  they  certainly 
understood  some  of  the  issues,  but  I  felt  that  they  were  woefully 
understaffed  to  the  point  that  I  really  did  not  get  the  sense  that 
they  were  totally  cognizant  of  some  of  the  problems. 

We  have  literally  had  rail  end  at  different  places  along  the 
United  States/Mexico  border.  It  just  doesn't  work.  You  cannot 
create  corridors  and  do  the  kinds  of  things  that  we  ought  to  be 
doing.  Even  given  all  the  things  you  must  go  through  with  inspec- 
tions and  Customs  and  all — assuming  that  that  is  going  to  have  to 
happen  in  some  way  anyway — we  still  don't  have  the  ability  to 
move  commerce  to  the  west.  For  instance.  Chihuahua  to  Denver 
couldn't  work.  It  doesn't  work.  It  is  totally  inept  and  inefficient. 

I  think  we  have  the  rail  capability,  but  I  think  you  will  see  that 
our  railroad  companies  are  unwilling — because  of  economics  and 
lack  of  assistance  from  us — to  believe  that  there  is  an  answer  here. 
I  am  one  of  those  who  thinks  that  we  have  great  opportunities  here 
in  terms  of  this  whole  concept  of  intermodalism,  if  we're  willing  to 
take  it. 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  I  welcome  any  ideas  and  sugges- 
tions you  have  because  this  Secretary  understands  the  issues  of  the 
border,  for  obvious  reasons.  I  appreciate  the  opportunities  that  are 
available,  more  so  than  others  who  have  never  lived  along  the 
border  and  don't  have  an  understanding  of  the  border  economy. 

This  is  going  to  be  a  personal  interest  of  mine.  We  have  had 
some  meetings  with  people  who  have  begun  to  think  through  the 
notion  of  the  corridors  that  will  be  used  from  Canada  through  the 
United  States  to  Mexico.  There  is  a  lot  of  interest  in  this  area.  I 
would  be  happy  to  sit  down  with  you  and  get  your  thoughts. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you.  I  would  point  out  that  the  chairman 
had  that  interest  particularly  on  the  northern  border  as  well.  I 
didn't  mean  to  restrict  it  to  just  that  region  because  all  those  bor- 
ders will  be  critical.  If  we  have  a  working  group  that  is  able  to  ade- 
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quately  assess  these  issues,  I  think  all  of  us  will  be  very  happy  and 
willing  to  work  with  them.  I  appreciate  that  very  much. 

Again,  in  the  interest  of  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  submit  the 
remainder  of  my  questions  for  the  record. 

INVESTMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Coleman. 

We  have  discussed  how  this  Committee  is  showing  more  interest 
in  trying  to  invest  the  taxpayers'  dollars  wisely  and  demonstrate 
some  commitment  in  that  regard  by  the  development  of  some  crite- 
ria, and  I  appreciate  your  cooperation  in  wanting  to  have  a  dia- 
logue with  us  so  that  perhaps  we  could  have  the  same  criteria. 
Then  we  don't  argue  about  criteria,  but  we  argue  about  which 
projects  meet  the  criteria,  which  is  where  I  think  we  ought  to  be. 

I  know  that  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  has  been  work- 
ing in  this  area  as  well.  The  FT  A  has  been  for  some  time,  but  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  is  a  little  new  to  this  area  of  in- 
vestment grade  analysis.  Have  you  had  an  opportunity  yet  to  learn 
about  the  highway  economic  return  study  that  FHWA  has  been  un- 
dertaking? I  understand  they  are  still  debugging  the  process.  Have 
you  been  briefed  on  that? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  have  not  been  briefed,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
aware  of  the  work  and  the  effort.  I  think  they  are  getting  close  to 
using  this  analytical  approach.  I  have  not  been  briefed,  but  I  will 
be.  I  think  it  is  very  important  and  a  good  idea.  I  don't  know  all 
the  specifics  about  the  direction  they  are  taking  now,  but  I  think 
the  idea  of  having  an  analytical  model  is  a  good  one. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  merely  ask  that  when  it  gets  to  that  stage 
where  they  feel  that  it  is  ripe  for  briefing  the  Secretary  that  you 
evaluate  it  also  from  the  standpoint  of  having  them  come  up  here 
and  brief  us  so  that  we  can  work  on  this  problem  of  criteria  togeth- 
er. 

Secretary  Pena.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  also  understand  that  in  the  transition  issues  report 
of  the  Clinton  Administration  the  GAO  also  addressed  this  issue  by 
saying,  "DOT  could  assist  State  and  local  governments  by  develop- 
ing common  bases  for  evaluating  projects  in  various  transportation 
modes.  These  projects  compete  on  their  ability  to  meet  critical  ob- 
jectives. A  compelling  need  also  exists  for  DOT  to  develop  method- 
ologies for  data  collection  and  analysis  that  State  and  local  ana- 
lysts can  use  to  compare  projects." 

TRAVEL  DATA 

Can  you  tell  us  what  your  plans  are  for  the  Bureau  of  Transpor- 
tation Statistics  and  when  we  can  expect  that  bureau  to  be  fully 
staffed? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  can't  tell  you  the  specific  plans  yet,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, because  it  is  such  a  new  part  of  the  Department.  The  people 
who  are  there  now  are  just  beginning  to  do  a  couple  of  studies.  One 
is  a  flow  study  on  passengers  and  the  other  is  on  goods. 

I  have  to  tell  you  that  I  was  a  bit  surprised  the  other  day  when  I 
had  a  meeting  with  a  number  of  DOT  people  and  I  held  up  a  map 
of  the  country.  We  were  talking  about  this  concept  of  intermoda- 
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lism.  I  asked  a  simple  question:  Do  we  know  the  volumes  of  people 
who  move  throughout  the  country?  The  answer  was  no. 

Do  we  know  the  volume  of  goods?  With  a  few  exceptions  in  the 
air  and  by  train,  we  don't  have  a  very  good  handle  on  understand- 
ing the  movement  of  goods  and  people  across  this  country.  This 
agency  is  going  to  be  responsible  for  trying  to  do  that,  else  how  do 
we  begin  to  think  about  and  anticipate  the  future  transportation 
demands  and  the  challenges  of  the  next  century  if  we  don't  have 
an  understanding  of  future  trends  and  even  current  trends? 

I  think  that  must  be  a  very  high  priority,  and  then  putting  that 
information  in  a  usable  form  so  that  you  can  use  it,  the  general 
public  can  use  it,  and  State  and  local  governments  can  use  it  effec- 
tively. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  can  build  on  the  model  of  the  FAA.  The  air  side 
has  collected  lots  of  data  mainly  because  the  Federal  Government 
is  a  joint  venture  partner  in  making  sure  that  air  commerce  in  this 
country  works  as  well  as  it  does. 

I  broached  the  subject,  incidentally,  to  Graham  Claytor.  We  ex- 
amine every  10th  ticket  in  the  air  side  to  develop  data  on  where 
people  are  going.  It  seems  to  me  that  since  Amtrak  is  operating 
with  the  same  quality  of  reservations,  computers,  and  ticketing,  it 
would  not  be  a  major  problem  to  take  every  10th  ticket  from 
Amtrak  as  well. 

In  that  regard,  in  the  studies  we  have  looked  at  so  far,  there  is 
very  little  data  on  intercity  travel,  particularly  automotive  travel. 
The  challenge  here  is  how  you  get  the  data  without  intruding  on 
the  right  of  privacy.  I  don't  know  whether  we  need  to  be  creating  a 
cadre  of  Federal  people  who  would  stop  every  10th  car  on  the  high- 
way and  ask  where  they  started  the  trip  and  where  they  are  going. 

I  can  imagine  the  furor  over  people  being  pulled  over  for  a  non- 
enforcement  purpose.  That  one  would  have  some  problems.  Maybe 
we  could  think  of  some  kind  of  survey  analysis  where  we  could  get 
that  kind  of  information.  I  just  don't  know  how  we're  going  to  get 
the  data  that  we're  going  to  need  from  the  automotive  side  to  fairly 
evaluate  alternatives. 

We  keep  hearing,  for  example,  in  the  area  of  high  speed  rail — 
the  advocates  are  coming  along  with  really  very  little  or  no  support 
about  congestion  in  the  airways  and  congestion  on  the  highways  as 
a  reason  to  spend  billions  of  dollars  on  the  railways.  We  don't  have 
the  data.  Before  we  make  that  commitment  for  billions  in  high 
speed  rail,  it  seems  to  me  that  v/e  need  to  get  that  data. 

Do  you  have  plans  on  how  we  do  that? 

Secretary  Pen  a.  Mr.  Chairman,  apparently  we  are  beginning  to 
do  that.  We  are  intending  to  conduct  a  survey  using  the  Census  or 
private  contractor  in  the  near  future  to  work  with  this  national 
transportation  survey.  This  will  be  an  effort  to  look  at  the  origins 
and  destinations  of  door-to-door — rather  than  terminal-to-termi- 
nal-—passenger  flows  with  particular  emphasis  on  origins  and  desti- 
nations at  the  State  and  multi-county  regional  level  of  passengers 
who  use  motor  vehicles  or  general  aviation.  That  is  not  going  to 
happen  for  a  year  or  so. 

I  am  happy  to  see  that  this  passenger  flow  study  that  we're  cur- 
rently looking  at  is  at  least  the  first  step  to  begin  to  gather  that 
type  of  information. 
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HIGH  SPEED  RAIL  VERSUS  OTHER  MODES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  that  regard,  I  worry  about  the  investments  here.  I 
think  we  are  getting  ahead  of  ourselves  on  this  high  speed  rail 
thing. 

We  had  a  hearing  a  few  days  ago  on  high  speed  rail  and  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  prudent  effort  is  to  take  the  incremental  approach. 
We  know  that  we  have  the  Northeast  Corridor.  We  are  well  under- 
way with  improvements  there  that  can  demonstrate  some  new 
technologies,  even.  But  quite  frankly,  this  Member  of  Congress 
worries  about  the  pronouncements  of  the  Administration  that  I 
think  are  getting  ahead  of  the  data,  that  are  getting  ahead  of  the 
curve  in  creating— actually  probably  ending  up  unintentionally 
wasting  money. 

We  have  had  two  Communities  before  this  committee  in  the  past 
2  days  that  have  told  us  how  they  have  spent  local  money  —  and 
most  communities  don't  have  a  lot  of  local  money — but  they  think 
that  there  is  about  to  be  a  competition  that  is  going  to  be  set  off  to 
see  who  can  have  the  first  maglev  train. 

These  are  communities  that  have  scarce  resources.  They  are 
reading  the  newspapers  and  hearing  from  the  President  and  you — 
not  to  mention  a  whole  wooly  bunch  of  Members  of  Congress  talk- 
ing about  it — and  they  are  spending  their  hard-  to-come-by  dollars 
putting  together  proposals  to  run  maglev  trains  maybe  as  far  as  15 
miles.  And  we  don't  have  data  on  how  to  fairly  evaluate  these  in- 
vestments. 

If  we're  going  to  be  true  to  investment  grade  criteria,  it  seems  to 
me  that  we  really  shouldn't  be  raising  false  hopes  here. 

Similarly  on  the  high  speed  rail,  steel  on  steel,  we  have  five  cor- 
ridors designated — really  more  than  five  when  you  consider  that 
the  Chicago  Corridor  is  at  least  three  by  itself.  But  it  seems  to  me 
that  that  is  raising  expectations  and  hopes  that  the  authorization 
of  $5  million  per  year  can't  possibly  fulfill.  And  also  it  completely 
obscures  the  fact  that  we're  trying  to  figure  out  ways,  through 
helping  Amtrak,  to  get  non-electric  power  units  that  will  go  125 
mph. 

Isn't  it  true  that  unless  we  have  new  technology  125  mph  is  talk- 
ing about  electrification?  Electrification  is  $20  million  per  mile.  On 
some  of  these  corridors  we  could  end  up  bankrupting  the  country 
in  service  that  would  have  to  be  heavily  subsidized  to  operate. 

Is  that  a  wise  investment?  Is  it  true  that  we  can  do  125  mph 
without  electricity  right  now? 

Secretary  Pena.  Generally  speaking,  I  think  that  is  correct,  Mr. 
Chairman,  although  operation  at  such  speeds  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  very  questions  you  have  been  raising  are  the  same  questions 
we  are  raising  internally  as  we  begin  to  shape  this  policy.  As  you 
know,  there  are  some  parts  of  the  country  that  are  a  bit  more  ad- 
vanced with  respect  to  their  own  research  that  they  have  been 
doing  for  some  time  now.  Since  the  ISTEA  legislation  was  passed, 
others  are  further  behind. 

These  are  all  the  issues  that  we  have  put  on  the  table  ourselves 
because  we  don't  want  to  be  spending  money  if  we  aren't  going  to 
get  a  product  that  makes  sense.  Obviously,  the  long-term  subsidy 
question  is  at  the  top  of  the  list. 
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The  other  very  real  dilemma,  particularly  in  the  maglev  area,  is 
the  fact  that  it  is  going  to  be  very  unlikely  that  if  we're  going  to 
have  any  kind  of  a  contest,  there  will  be  a  lot  of  interest  on  the 
part  of  localities  that  might  join  in  public/private  ventures  to  put 
up  a  lot  of  their  own  local  money  to  participate  in  these  early  con- 
tests. 

So  these  are  very  real  problems,  but  we  are  working  our  way 
through  them  and  trying  to  come  up  with  something  that  makes 
sense  and  that  is  a  good  investment,  so  that  we  can  demonstrate  to 
you  and  to  the  American  people  that  these  are  technologies  that 
are  going  to  work,  that  they  are  appropriate  for  the  areas  that  we 
will  use  them. 

Every  area  of  the  country  is  different.  I  think  we  have  to  be  very 
careful  that  we  don't  simply  assume  that  you  can  use  a  cookie 
cutter  approach  and  assume  that  just  because  something  works 
along  the  Northeast  Corridor  it  is  going  to  work  everywhere  else  in 
the  same  fashion.  Every  one  of  these  is  different.  That  is  why  we 
are  taking  our  time  and  trying  to  be  as  methodical  as  possible  as 
we  develop  the  policy. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  ever  just  contemplated  what  it  would  take 
to  get  a  maglev  vehicle  through  the  Rockies? 

Secretary  Pena.  That  thought  has  not  crossed  my  mind,  but  that 
raises  another  point  in  that  some  of  this  technology  is  inappropri- 
ate for  certain  terrain.  There  is  just  no  question  about  it.  We  were 
on  the  tilt  train  the  other  day  from  Sweden.  That  is  appropriate  for 
certain  terrain  and  not  other  areas. 

We  have  to  be  thoughtful  here.  It  has  to  be  very  strategic.  We 
have  to  have  a  good  sense  that  we're  going  to  be  able  to  develop 
the  ridership,  that  we're  going  to  have  the  impact,  and  also  a  ques- 
tion that  I  don't  think  we're  giving  a  lot  of  thought  to,  and  that  is 
the  impact  on  other  modes  of  transportation. 

We  have  had  some  interesting  conversations  with  people  who 
have  made  this  argument.  Why  is  the  Federal  Government  coming 
in  and  subsidizing  rail,  for  example,  if  that  corridor  is  going  to 
draw  passengers  from  my  mode?  Then  what  impact  does  that  have 
on  that  industry?  For  example,  if  you  are  taking  passengers  from 
airlines  when  you  have  only  one  airline  making  money  in  the 
United  States  today,  what  impact  is  that  having  on  that  airline  in- 
dustry or  that  regional  airline  carrier? 

We  are  going  to  have  to  put  all  those  issues  on  the  table  and 
make  sure  we  understand  what  the  impacts  are  beyond  just  the 
cost-benefit  analysis. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  encouraged  by  your  remarks,  quite  frankly,  be- 
cause I  have  been  seeing  the  news  clips  of  things  that  have  been 
said  by  the  Administration,  indeed  some  of  the  comments  you  have 
rnade — perhaps  out  of  context — that  would  seem  to  lead  one  to  be- 
lieve that  this  Administration  is  just  full  speed  ahead  on  high 
speed  rail.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  are  proceeding  in  a  far  more 
cautious  and  wise  manner —  indeed  incremental  manner — than  I 
think  the  public  relations  is  leading  people  to  believe. 

I  particularly  like  your  last  comment  about  evaluating  it  against 
other  modes.  I  would  also  say  that  at  some  point  IVHS  is  going  to 
come  in  here  both  on  the  transit  side  and  the  high  speed  rail  side. 
If  congestion   is   one   of  the   driving   rationale   for   doing   certain 
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things— either  light  rail,  maglev,  or  high  speed  rail— I  think  IVHS 
has  some  promise  to  reduce  that  argument.  It  may  not  obliterate 
the  need  for  either  one  of  those  other  things,  but  it  certainly  alters 
the  debate. 

Another  thing  is  that  with  most  intercity  travel  being  pai  ticular- 
ly  of  lengths  of  100  to  300  miles  in  distance  by  private  automobile, 
some  of  the  high  speed  advocates  say  that  rail  transportation 
would  provide  a  more  fuel-efficient,  less  polluting  form  of  travel. 
They  further  acknowledge  that  private  companies  are  not  likely  to 
make  the  investment  due  to  its  high  cost  and  uncertain  future. 
These  are  the  arguments  that  get  used  to  justify  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's role  in  high  speed  rail. 

However,  there  is  another  technology  that  has  been  cut  back  by 
the  private  sector  that  involves  large  infrastructure  development 
costs  and  would  provide  fuel  efficient  and  less  polluting  travel — in 
short,  all  the  justifications  given  for  high  speed  rail.  In  fact,  it 
would  be  even  more  convenient  and  more  flexible  than  high  speed 
rail. 

In  this  regard,  I  am  talking  about  electric  vehicle  technology.  I 
hope  that  we  don't  get  into  a  situation  where  DOT  ends  up  picking 
one  technology.  If  I  could  imagine  the  billions  of  dollars  it  would 
take  to  electrify  the  rail  lines  in  the  high  speed  corridors,  and  you 
took  that  amount  of  money  to  electric  vehicle  development  or 
maybe  tiltrotor — which  is  another  competing  technology  in  the 
equation — I  am  encouraged  by  your  comments  that  there  is  going 
to  be  competition  here.  We  haven't  already  decided  that  all  these 
other  things  aren't  important  and  that  we're  going  to  go  build  the 
high  speed  rail  trains. 

Is  that  a  fair  assessment? 

Secretary  Pena.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  want  to  misstate  the  posi- 
tion. The  Administration  is  very  interested  in  doing  something  in 
high  speed  rail,  and  we  are  going  to  do  it.  However,  I  want  you  to 
know  that  we're  going  to  be  cautious,  deliberate,  and  ensure  that 
those  funds  are  used  very  wisely.  We're  not  going  to  be  squander- 
ing them  and  simply  funding  projects  for  the  sake  of  funding 
projects.  That  is  not  our  intent.  I  want  you  to  know  that  we're 
having  very  robust  debate  about  this  internally  as  we  begin  to 
shape  this  policy. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  comments  about  Graham  Claytor's 
incremental  approach? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  think  he  is  largely  correct.  I  think  you  have  to 
be  very  thoughtful  about  how  you  do  this  and  the  incremental  ap- 
proach, particularly  in  some  of  the  corridors,  is  probably  an  ap- 
proach that  makes  a  lot  of  sense.  That  is  another  issue  we  have 
been  discussing  internally. 

HIGH  SPEED  rail  CORRIDORS 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  had  a  chance  to — or  even  desire  to — review 
the  decision  made  by  your  predecessor  about  which  high  speed  cor- 
ridors were  going  to  be  designated? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  have  not  yet  focused  on  that  particular  issue. 

The  discussion  we're  having  is,  given  the  corridors  that  have 
been  identified  to  date,  are  there  other  corridors  that  were  not 
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identified  that  make  as  much  sense  or  more  sense,  and/or  are  we 
going  to  be  able  to  deal  with  all  of  those  corridors  in  an  equal  fash- 
ion? I  don't  have  an  answer  to  the  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  merely  would  pass  on  to  you  some  testimony — if  I 
can  fairly  summarize  the  testimony  yesterday  of  Lieutenant  Gover- 
nor Stan  Lundine  of  New  York. 

New  York  apparently  made  a  submission  to  have  the  Empire 
Corridor  from  New  York  to  Albany  and  to  Schenectady  designated 
as  a  high  speed  corridor.  It  was  not  and  other  corridors  were  desig- 
nated. 

Nonetheless,  Amtrak  has  asked  this  Committee  for  some  money 
for  the  reengining  of  an  old  French  turbine  train  with  a  new 
French  turbine  to  do  some  R&D  developmental  work  on  the 
Empire  Corridor.  So  it  appears  that  the  State  of  New  York,  which 
says  that  it  has  spent  quite  a  bit  of  its  own  money  on  this  al- 
ready— our  support  of  Amtrak  and  where  they  intend  to  use  the 
equipment,  the  Empire  Corridor  is  being  used  as  a  test  corridor  al- 
ready without  designation. 

I  am  not  here  to  tell  you  that  they  were  unfairly  excluded.  I 
don't  know  what  the  rationale  was.  I  am  just  saying  that  when  you 
get  into  looking  at  that,  you  might  want  to  give  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  a  call — he  has  been  apparently  appointed  by  Governor 
Cuomo  to  look  into  New  York's  rail  problems — and  find  out  what 
kind  of  advice  you  might  have  for  us  on  whether  we  proceed  or  not. 
Maybe  we  tell  Amtrak  that  they  have  to  try  this  train  out  on  an- 
other corridor.  It  seems  to  me  that  we're  going  in  a  back  door,  and 
that  makes  me  feel  uncomfortable. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Durbin. 

ILLINOIS  HIGH  SPEED  RAIL  CORRIDOR 

Mr.  Durbin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  apologize  for  not  being  here  for  your  earlier 
comments.  I  have  a  subcommittee  down  the  hall  that  is  doing  the 
same  thing  Mr.  Carr  is  doing  here  and  I  haven't  been  able  to  spend 
as  much  time  in  the  subcommittee  as  I  would  like  to.  I  am  sorry  if 
some  of  the  questions  I  ask  may  be  duplicative.  If  they  are,  please 
say  so  and  I  won't  dwell  on  that  line  of  questioning  and  will  just 
refer  to  the  record  for  answers. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset  that  Illinois  was  fortunate  in  being 
chosen  as  one  of  the  high  speed  rail  corridors  last  October.  This 
subcommittee  dedicated  some  $500,000  to  a  study  by  the  Illinois  De- 
partment of  Transportation  on  the  feasibility  of  high  speed  rail 
service  between  Saint  Louis  and  Chicago. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  doing  that.  I  am  the  chairman  of  the 
Elected  Officials  Subcommittee  of  that  high  speed  rail  investiga- 
tion. I  might  tell  the  chairman  that  I  totally  agree  with  him.  We 
should  be  exploring  all  these  transportation  alternatives  to  find  out 
which  is  the  most  cost-efficient  and  will  help  this  Nation  move  for- 
ward. 

We  have  been  given  the  responsibility  to  come  up  with  a  plan 
that  would  basically  call  for  self-sufficiency  in  operation,  which  I 
think  is  necessary  in  light  of  what  we're  facing  at  the  Federal  and 
the  State  level.  We  will  know  in  a  few  months  what  the  results  of 
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this  study  are.  At  that  time,  I  would  Hke  to  sit  down  with  you  and 
Mr.  Carr  and  show  you  what  we  have  found.  I  hope  it  is  positive, 
but  I  am  still  waiting  to  see  it  myself. 

SMOKING  BAN  ON  AIRPLANES 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Let  me  ask  you  about  a  couple  of  things  that  are  of 
special  interest  to  me. 

Several  years  ago  I  worked  through  this  subcommittee  to  ban 
smoking  on  airplanes.  In  my  estimation,  it  has  been  a  very  success- 
ful effort.  At  one  point  the  FAA  suggested  that  they  were  receiving 
complaints  from  fewer  than  one  passenger  per  million  on  Ameri- 
can airlines  relative  to  this  new  regulation. 

All  the  dire  consequences  predicted  by  the  tobacco  lobby  didn't 
materialize.  Americans  have  accepted  this  and  in  fact  extended  it 
beyond  airplanes,  which  I  think  is  positive  for  our  Nation. 

But  there  still  is  one  sticking  point,  and  that  is  international 
travel.  People  tell  me  from  time  to  time  that  after  getting  off  an 
American  plane  in  New  York  or  at  Dulles  and  getting  on  an  inter- 
national flight,  they  can't  believe  that  they  are  going  to  be  subject- 
ed to  the  same  old  situation  of  people  smoking  in  the  airline 
cabins. 

We  have  been  working  for  the  last  year  or  two  on  the  interna- 
tional level  to  try  to  get  more  nations  to  be  sensitive  to  this  prob- 
lem and  to  enter  into  some  international  compact  to  ban  smoking 
on  international  flights. 

Are  you  familiar  with  this?  Can  you  tell  me  what  your  position  is 
on  this  issue? 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  effort 
specifically  to  get  the  global  agreements  reached.  I  am  very  much 
aware  of  that  issue  and  that  there  has  been  some  interest  in  trying 
to  resolve  it  globally.  I  can  tell  you  that  I  would  be  supportive  of 
that.  You  may  or  may  not  knov/  that  when  I  was  mayor  of  Denver, 
I  was  one  of  those  who  also  stuck  my  neck  out. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  I  remember  sending  you  a  letter. 

Secretary  Pena.  I  got  my  fair  share  of  fan  mail  from  throughout 
the  country  about  that.  I  think  it  is  something  we  ought  to  explore. 
I  would  be  happy  to  look  into  it  and  find  out  what  progress  is  being 
made  toward  a  global  understanding  on  cigarette  smoking  in  air- 
planes. 

HIGH  DENSITY  RULE 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Thank  you.  I  will  work  with  you  on  that. 

I  might  add  that  we  are  always  a  step  behind  Canada.  They  seem 
to  be  ahead  of  us  when  it  comes  to  sensible  smoking  regulation, 
first  in  the  banning  of  smoking  on  their  domestic  flights  and  many, 
many  other  areas.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  step  out  in 
front  in  leadership  when  it  comes  to  this  international  issue.  I 
would  like  to  work  with  you  on  that. 

The  second  issue  is  one  that  is  fairly  parochial,  but  it  really  af- 
fects a  lot  of  people,  which  is  the  whole  question  of  the  high  densi- 
ty rule  and  the  slots  for  international  operations. 

We  have  a  problem  at  Chicago  O'Hare.  We  provide  slots  for 
international  operations  at  O'Hare  to  foreign  carriers,  even  if  it 
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means  withdrawing  a  slot  for  a  domestic  carrier.  The  net  result  is 
that  a  foreign  carrier  is  able  to  fly  into  and  out  of  O'Hare  at  the 
expense  of  some  city  in  the  United  States  which  loses  service  be- 
cause of  the  loss  of  this  slot. 

The  rules  of  your  Department  state  that  you  reserve  the  right 
not  to  allocate  slots  to  any  foreign  carrier  of  a  country  that  pro- 
vides slots  for  United  States  carriers  on  a  basis  more  restrictive 
than  the  United  States  rule.  I  take  it  from  that  that  you  are  look- 
ing for  some  parity  and  reciprocity  when  you  deal  with  internation- 
al carriers. 

Are  there  any  other  countries  that  you  are  aware  of  that  provide 
slots  to  U.S.  carriers  in  an  identical  manner  to  the  one  that  we 
use? 

Secretary  Pen  a.  Not  off  the  top  of  my  head,  Congressman.  They 
are  all  different.  I  can  tell  you  that  my  frustration  in  dealing  with 
the  British  has  been  that  they  have  a  committee  of  airlines  which 
makes  these  decisions  as  opposed  to  the  British  government.  When 
British  Airways  comes  to  us  and  asks  for  permission  and  for  a  par- 
ticular time  slot,  I  have  the  ability  to  give  it  or  not  give  it.  They 
don't  have  to  work  through  a  committee.  When  an  American  air- 
line tries  to  access  Heathrow,  they  have  to  deal  with  this  commit- 
tee and  the  British  government  can  say,  "It's  the  committee's  fault. 
It  is  out  of  my  hands." 

I  have  communicated  to  the  British  that  in  spite  of  that,  we  will 
treat  the  request  fairly.  If  there  is  a  3-hour  delay  for  an  American 
flight  flying  to  Heathrow,  there  will  be  a  3-hour  delay  for  a  British 
flight  flying  somewhere  in  the  United  States.  We  have  already 
started  that.  That  is  at  least  a  first  effort  that  we  have  made  to 
make  sure  that  there  is  reciprocity. 

But  I  think  we  probably  have  got  one  of  the  more  liberal  entry 
regimes  in  the  world. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  The  airlines  in  our  Nation  that  are  affected  by  a  de- 
cision to  give  slots  to  international  carriers  tell  me  that  we  have 
the  least  restrictive  in  the  world. 

Secretary  Pena.  I  am  sure  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  We  are  wide  open.  In  fact,  at  the  expense  of  many 
United  States  cities,  we  provide  to  international  carriers  what  they 
wouldn't  think  of  providing  to  us  overseas. 

I  know  we  are  looking  for  a  level  playing  field  here,  but  I  really 
think  it  is  unfair  for  us  to  be  opening  up  these  slots  for  internation- 
al service  when  we  aren't  getting  equal  treatment  overseas.  I  hope 
that  you  will  take  a  hard  look  at  this  and  when  the  next  request 
comes  in  remind  the  air  carrier  requesting  a  slot  that  at  least  one 
Member  of  Congress  has  told  you  that  they  want  to  see  this  come 
to  an  end. 

Have  you  made  any  specific  allocations  for  this  coming  summer? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  believe  we  have  made  some  earlier  in  the  year, 
but  we  have  put  the  brakes  on  any  additional  allocations.  I  have 
told  our  policy  people  to  hold  off  on  any  more  of  those  decisions 
until  I  am  fully  briefed  on  them.  I  think  there  were  some  that  were 
in  the  pipeline  that  got  through,  but  I  am  slowing  them  down. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Would  you  be  kind  enough  to  keep  us  apprised  of 
the  progress  on  that? 

Secretary  Pena.  Certainly. 
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Mr.  DuRBiN.  I  understand  that  at  least  two  air  carriers  have  filed 
a  petition  with  your  office  on  this  slot  policy.  Do  you  know  the 
status  on  that  petition? 

Secretary  Pena.  No. 

FUEL  TAX  ON  BARGES 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  My  final  question  relates  to  an  issue  that  is  near 
and  dear  to  farmers  across  the  midwest.  That  is  the  proposal  by 
the  Administration  to  increase  the  fuel  tax  on  barges.  I  don't  know 
if  you  are  familiar  with  this,  but  it  would  be  a  pretty  dramatic  in- 
crease in  transportation  costs  for  American  agriculture. 

For  example,  they  estimate  that  it  would  increase  the  cost  of  a 
bushel  of  corn  by  7  to  10  cents,  just  this  tax.  Much  of  the  barge 
traffic  on  the  Mississippi,  for  example,  is  related  to  agriculture 
either  taking  the  crops  downstream  or  bringing  ag  chemicals  up- 
stream. They  are  fearful  that  if  this  barge  tax  is  imposed  it  could 
work  real  disadvantage  on  the  international  scene. 

Many  people  argue — even  the  Administration  argues — that  barge 
traffic  is  already  heavily  subsidized  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  that  they  are  requesting  this  tax  to  defray  the  cost  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  others. 

Would  it  be  possible  for  you  to  take  a  look  at  that,  if  you  have  no 
information  with  you  today,  and  give  us  some  relative  numbers  on 
the  subsidy  for  various  forms  of  transportation? 

Secretary  Pena.  Yes,  Congressman.  We  can  get  you  that  infor- 
mation. Also,  we  understand  the  argument  that  the  new  tax  is  in- 
tended to  recoup  the  cost  of  operating  the  waterway  system.  We 
will  do  that  analysis  for  you  and  we  can  get  that  for  you. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

AIRLINE  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Price. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Secretary,  let  me  add  my  welcome  to  our  subcommittee. 

Let  me  begin  with  the  question  about  the  work  of  this  national 
commission  to  ensure  a  strong  competitive  airline  industry,  a  com- 
mission which  I  commend  you  for  pushing  forward  and  in  which  I 
think  we  all  have  a  stake.  This  week  in  the  Congress  we  will  finish 
work  on  putting  that  commission  proposal  together.  I  understand 
that  the  members  will  be  appointed  immediately.  The  Commission 
is  going  to  be  required  to  make  recommendations  to  Congress  and 
the  President  within  90  days  of  the  time  that  it  is  established. 

At  the  same  time,  this  week  the  New  York  Times  reported  that 
the  Administration  may  be  contemplating  some  action  soon  to  help 
the  airline  industry.  Loan  guarantees  were  mentioned,  also  tax 
relief  for  companies,  and  possibly  the  lifting  of  restrictions  on  for- 
eign ownership  of  airlines.  So  it  does  raise  the  question  of  the 
extent  to  which  the  Administration  is  moving  ahead  with  proposals 
of  this  sort. 

To  what  extent  are  you  counting  on  the  Commission  to  review 
these  proposals,  to  bring  them  forward,  or  is  a  package  already 
being  developed  in  the  Administration? 
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In  any  case,  I  would  like  to  know  what  the  Administration  ex- 
pects this  Commission  to  achieve. 

Secretary  Pena.  I  thank  you  for  raising  that  question  because  I 
was  a  bit  surprised  when  I  read  that  article  myself. 

Number  one,  we  want  the  citizens  who  are  going  to  be  sacrificing 
a  lot  of  their  time  and  energy,  who  are  going  to  come  to  Washing- 
ton for  a  very  concentrated  90-day  period,  to  have  the  confidence 
that  they  are  going  to  have  free  reign  in  looking  at  the  issues  that 
ought  to  be  addressed.  There  are  no  preconceived  judgments  made 
by  me  or  anybody  else  about  what  conclusion  should  be  reached. 

The  fact  that  we  are  having  a  panel  of  experts  do  this  work  for 
us  indicates  that  everybody  else  has  not  been  able  to  come  up  with 
the  correct  answers.  So  we  are  going  to  work  with  them.  We  want 
to  provide  them  the  staffing  they  need  to  get  the  job  done.  But  we 
are  counting  on  them  to  give  us  real  independent  judgment  about 
the  solutions  to  some  of  these  problems  because  they  are  highly 
complicated  and  very  complex  including  the  question  of  bankrupt- 
cy laws,  foreign  ownership,  tax  relief,  regulatory  relief,  et  cetera. 

All  these  issues  are  matters  that  they  are  going  to  evaluate.  I  be- 
lieve that  they  are  going  to  do  such  a  good  job  that  all  of  us  will 
listen  very  carefully  to  their  conclusions.  We  have  created  this  in 
such  a  way  that  when  people  look  at  the  composition  of  the  Com- 
mission it  will  be  seen  as  a  truly  objective  independent  group  of 
thinkers — some  of  the  best  thinkers  in  the  country  who  are  doing 
this  for  the  good  of  the  country  and  for  the  good  of  the  industry. 

Mr.  Price.  I  agree.  I  think  it  is  terribly  important  and  we  will 
look  forward  to  the  Commission's  work  and  in  working  with  you  in 
implementing  the  recommendations  that  seem  to  be  in  the  national 
interest.  I  am  sure  that  most  of  them  will  be.  We  need  this  kind  of 
emphasis  on  the  problems  of  our  airline  industry. 

RESOURCES  FOR  HIGH  SPEED  RAIL  CORRIDORS 

Mr.  Price.  As  you  know,  one  of  the  five  high  speed  rail  corridors 
that  has  been  proposed  is  from  Washington,  D.C.  to  Charlotte, 
North  Carolina.  We  are  very  interested  in  this  in  our  State.  I  won- 
dered if  you  could  comment  on  the  implications  of  your  budget  pro- 
posal for  starting  work  on  these  high  speed  rail  corridors  and  this 
particular  corridor  especially.  What  kind  of  resources  can  we  an- 
ticipate being  available  to  help  North  Carolina  and  other  States 
make  the  upgrades  necessary  for  high  speed  rail? 

And  in  that  connection,  I  have  been  interested  to  see  your  com- 
ments about  making  sure  that  certain  ISTEA  funding  might  be 
available  for  the  funding  of  intercity  rail  activities.  North  Carolina 
recently  proposed  to  use  surface  transportation  program  funds  to 
upgrade  a  rail  corridor  between  Raleigh  and  Charlotte.  However, 
while  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's  State  and  regional  ad- 
ministrator approved  this  funding  request,  the  associate  adminis- 
trator for  program  development  in  Washington  denied  the  request. 

It  seems  to  me  that  that  decision  may  need  to  be  reviewed.  I 
hope  that  your  office,  in  conjunction  with  the  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration, can  take  another  look  at  it.  But  it  does  raise  the  more 
general  question,  how  do  you  want  to  see  policy  developed  in  this 
area? 
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Does  ISTEA  need  amending  to  make  it  clear  that  funds  provided 
to  States  can  be  used  for  intercity  rail  projects? 

But  in  general,  what  kind  of  resources  in  terms  of  the  assump- 
tions of  this  budget  can  we  count  on  in  this  area? 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  we  have  talked  about  this  a  little 
bit  today,  but  let  me  just  summarize  the  general  direction. 

First,  we  will  have  at  our  disposal — assuming  the  budgets  are  ap- 
proved as  outlined — about  $1.3  billion  over  the  next  5  years  to 
invest  in  some  kind  of  high  speed  rail/maglev  technology.  We  are 
currently  undergoing  the  analysis  about  how  to  proceed  both  in  the 
high  speed  arena  and  in  the  maglev  arena.  We  are  looking  at  the 
corridors  that  were  identified  to  date  and  we  will  also  be  looking  at 
other  corridors. 

We  have  not  yet  come  to  a  conclusion  about  the  extent  to  which 
we  will  be  able  to  fund  any  particular  corridor  over  another.  But 
we  are  trying  to  evaluate  the  data  that  has  been  developed  by  dif- 
ferent corridors  because  some  corridors  have  more  information 
than  others  and  have  done  more  work  than  others.  Hopefully,  in 
the  next  month  or  two,  we  will  have  a  better  sense  of  the  general 
direction  we  are  going  to  follow. 

Second,  we  have  had  a  discussion  today  about  trying  to  take  an 
incremental  approach  and  to  be  thoughtful  about  how  we  make 
these  investments.  That  is  something  that  I  very  much  believe  we 
have  to  do. 

That  is  the  general  direction  we  are  taking.  We  will  not  be  able 
to  answer  your  particular  question  now  for  a  while  until  we  have  a 
better  sense  of  the  split  between  high  speed  rail  and  maglev  tech- 
nology; what  end  product  we  want  to  get  after  4  or  5  years  of  in- 
vestment; the  extent  to  which  there  are  either  private  sector  funds 
that  are  proposed  to  be  matched  here  or  private  ventures;  and 
other  matching  support  from  localities  and  States.  There  are  all 
these  issues  that  we  are  beginning  to  analyze  now  in  trying  to  put 
together  a  program  that  makes  sense. 

Lastly,  understanding  that  each  of  these  corridors  are  different, 
we  simply  can't  assume  that  the  technology  or  the  approach  we're 
taking  in  one  is  going  to  work  in  another. 

That  is  a  long  answer  to  a  much  longer  discussion  we  had  earlier 
today  about  the  high  speed  rail  initiative. 

ISTEA  FLEXIBILITY 

Mr.  Price.  Let  me  just  follow  up  briefly  with  a  couple  of  further 
questions  that  your  answer  raises.  These  high  speed  corridors  were 
not  identified  in  the  ISTEA  legislation,  but  they  were  identified  by 
the  Administration.  I  assume  from  what  you're  saying  now  that 
the  $1.3  billion  in  high  speed  rail  funds  could  possibly  be  competing 
with  other  priorities  within  that  budgeted  amount. 

Secretary  Pena.  The  only  area  we're  looking  at  in  this  $1.3  bil- 
lion pool  is  high  speed  rail/maglev. 

Mr.  Price.  And  then  beyond  that,  the  question  of  this  more  flexi- 
ble use  of  the  ISTEA  funds — what  do  you  anticipate  in  that  regard? 

Secretary  Pena.  Congressman,  I  would  be  happy  to  review  the 
problem  that  you  identified  in  the  latter  part  of  your  questions.  I 
thought  we  had  lots  of  flexibility  built  into  the  ISTEA  already.  If 
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there  is  additional  flexibility  that  people  are  recommending,  we 
would  be  happy  to  look  at  that  and  if  necessary  come  back  and 
make  recommendations  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Price.  I  am  not  sure  that  any  kind  of  legislative  changes  are 
called  for  within  the  present  legislation.  Our  State  thought  we  had 
a  good  case  for  this  kind  of  use  of  surface  transportation  program 
funds,  but  there  does  appear  to  be  a  problem  in  that  area.  I  think 
it  does  warrant  your  review. 

Secretary  Pena.  We  will  look  at  that  issue. 

DEPARTMENTAL  PERKS 

Mr.  Price.  Finally,  let  me  raise  with  you  a  question  of  depart- 
mental perks.  I  have  been  glad  to  see  your  comments  in  this  area. 
In  fact,  one  of  them  is  so  good,  let  me  quote  it  back  to  you. 

In  one  article,  you  were  quoted  as  saying,  "I  am  constantly 
amazed  at  what  my  Department  has.  I  was  intrigued  to  learn  we 
have  300  planes.  I  have  two  planes  at  National  Airport  I  don't  use. 
I  fly  coach  commercial.  But  one  of  the  planes  cost  $24  million.  We 
have  40  something  cars.  We  don't  need  all  those  things.  What  as- 
tounds me  is  that  we  were  all  told  we  had  a  very  austere,  conserva- 
tive Government  in  place  for  the  last  12  years  that  was  very  much 
committed  to  cutting  Government.  I  see  all  these  lavish  perks  all 
over  the  Department.  I  ask  the  question.  Why?" 

I  think  we  all  might  well  ask  that  question.  It  reminds  me  of  an 
experience  that  Mr.  Durbin  and  I  had  last  year  on  the  Agriculture 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  when  we  discovered  an  $800,000 
awards  ceremony  which  the  ASCS  had  put  on  here  in  Washington. 
It  was  essentially  an  $800,000  party  for  themselves  over  4  days, 
renting  a  Washington  hotel,  and  spending  more  for  tote  bags  than 
other  agencies  had  spent  for  their  entire  recognition  programs. 

The  Agriculture  Secretary  was  interested  to  learn  about  that — 
for  the  first  time  I  think — in  our  hearing.  He  was  made  aware  very 
shortly,  though,  because  $5  million  was  cut  from  the  front  office 
budget  of  the  Agriculture  Department  which  took  care  of  the 
awards  ceremony  and  a  few  other  things  besides. 

So  we  have  a  lot  of  work  to  do  here.  We  have  a  lot  of  cleaning  up 
to  do.  I  wonder  if  you  could  indicate  to  us  what  you  have  planned 
in  this  area. 

What  about  this  excessive  ownership  of  equipment?  Do  you  have 
other  plans  for  cutbacks  that  you  might  have  formulated  already? 

Secretary  Pena.  Let  me  tell  you  what  we  have  already  decided  to 
do.  Congressman. 

Number  one,  we  are  going  to  reduce  our  executive  vehicle  use  by 
half.  We  don't  need  all  those  cars.  With  respect  to  planes,  we  are 
doing  an  inventory  of  all  the  planes.  That  report  will  be  finished 
somewhat  soon.  Once  we  have  that,  the  planes  we  don't  need  we 
will  sell. 

Obviously,  I  understand  that  many  of  the  planes  are  used  for 
very  important  purposes.  The  Coast  Guard  planes  are  used  for  drug 
interdiction  and  other  surveillance  they  do.  The  FAA  needs  a  lot  of 
planes.  But  again,  without  going  into  the  past — I  try  not  to  focus 
too  much  on  the  past  and  look  to  the  future  as  much  as  I  can — 
we're  going  to  clean  up  some  of  these  problems. 
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You  have  to  realize  that  I  come  from  an  environment  in  Colora- 
do where  we  are  not  accustomed  to  this  kind  of  stuff.  We  are  fairly 
frugal  and  when  I  come  across  this  sort  of  an  environment,  I  am 
very  concerned  about  it.  I  think  of  things  that  we  could  do  with  the 
millions  of  dollars  that  we  could  save  by  disposing  of  equipment 
that  is  not  necessary.  When  I  think  of  all  the  needs  that  are  out 
there,  this  money  can  be  used  much  more  effectively.  I  think  the 
American  people  have  asked  this  Administration  to  come  to  this 
city  to  make  some  change  and  this  is  one  area  where  we  are  going 
to  make  some  change. 

Mr.  Price.  I  commend  you  for  that  and  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  you  to  achieve  these  economies.  We  certainly  need  to  get  to 
work  on  this. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

USE  OF  AIRCRAFT 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  pick  up  on  Mr.  Price's  last  question. 

This  Committee  has  over  the  years  tried  to  look  very  responsibly 
at  aircraft  use  by  the  Department.  Quite  frankly,  I  was  not  as  en- 
thusiastic about  reading  your  comments  as  Mr.  Price  was. 

I  have  been  on  this  Committee  long  enough  to  know  why  we 
bought  a  lot  of  those  planes.  And  while  the  two  executive  aircraft 
at  National  Airport  are  able  to  be  used  by  you,  they  were  not 
bought  for  the  Secretary  of  Transportation.  In  fact,  we  have  taken  I 
great  pains  over  the  years  to  try  to  make  sure  that  the  use  of  those  ' 
aircraft  are  for  very  legitimate  productivity  activities  of  the  De- 
partment. I 

I  invite  you  to  look  back  into  that  record.  One  of  principal  uses 
for  N-1,  the  aircraft  operated  by  the  FA  A,  is  not  only  to  make  sure 
that  FAA  personnel  are  able  to  be  at  the  right  place  at  the  right 
time  in  a  very  complex  multibillion  system  that  they  operate,  it  is  [ 
also  used  by  the  NTSB.  We  acquired  that  aircraft  because  the  pre- 
vious aircraft  that  it  replaced  was  literally  dropping  parts  on  the 
runway.  It  was  an  old  Lockheed  Jetstar  that  had  no  commonality 
with  other  Lockheed  Jetstars  because  it  was  the  certification  air- 
craft and  was  custom  built,  basically.  j 

It  was  a  very  high  cost  and  high  maintenance  airplane.  It  was 
totally  unreliable  and  was  running  huge  maintenance  bills. 

Based  on  an  investigation  and  years  of  analysis,  we  found  that  | 
replacing  that  aircraft  was  in  the  taxpayers'  best  interest.  Replac- 
ing it  with  an  aircraft  that  met  stage  III  requirements  was  a  very 
important  thing  because,  as  you  know,  we  have  noise  problems 
around  National  Airport.  If  there  was  an  aircraft  accident  that 
would  limit  the  use  of  that  aircraft  between  10:00  at  night  and  7:00 
in  the  morning  the  NTSB  Go  Team  could  not  use  that  aircraft  and 
it  would  have  to  find  alternative  means. 

When  there  is  an  aircraft  accident,  it  is  very  important  that  the 
NTSB  get  on  the  scene  immediately  because  all  manner  of  law  en- 
forcement and  emergency  medical  services  that  are  on  the  scene 
immediately  can  disrupt  evidence  of  the  cause  of  the  crash.  They 
have  to  be  there  right  away.  It  is  an  emergency.  They  have  to  get 
there.  We  can't  afford  to  station  NTSB  Go  Teams  all  across  the 
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country  so  they  can  drive  there  by  car.  They  happen  to  be  here  in 
Washington  and  they  need  to  get  there  immediately. 

We  also  wanted  the  aircraft  to  have  significant  range,  and  a  good 
thing  we  did  because  when  the  Pan  Am  103  went  down,  the  Go 
Team  was  able  to  go  with  FBI  personnel  on  board,  actually  conduct 
meetings  on  the  way  to  Europe,  and  land  right  near  Lockerbie. 
They  didn't  have  time  to  book  a  commercial  reservation  and  get  on 
a  plane  to  London  and  get  on  some  other  conveyance  to  get  to 
Lockerbie  while  the  evidence  was  perhaps  disappearing. 

The  planes — the  Coast  Guard  plane  in  particular — have  been 
used  extensively  in  the  Persian  Gulf  War.  When  the  oil  spill  hap- 
pened over  there,  there  weren't  a  lot  of  commercial  airlines  flying 
into  that  area  of  the  world.  The  Coast  Guard,  after  all,  is  a  quasi 
defense  agency. 

So  I  almost  take  it  personally,  you  might  guess,  when  someone 
starts  cheap-shotting  the  two  planes  that  are  at  National  Airport, 
or  any  of  the  other  aircraft.  If  somebody  wants  to  bring  to  this 
committee  some  suggestions  about  how  the  utility  of  a  particular 
aircraft  has  past  its  day  and  that  we  can  save  the  taxpayer  some 
money  to  do  things  better,  I  am  willing  to  engage  in  that  discus- 
sion. But  I  must  say,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  was  not  delighted  to  see  your 
remarks  in  the  newspaper  because  I  think  that  it  represented  a 
lack  of  understanding  of  the  history,  thought,  and  care  that  went 
into  investing  in  equipment  that  makes  your  Department  do  a 
better  job. 

If  you  can  come  to  us  with  some  suggestions  on  how  we  can  im- 
prove on  the  situation,  I  would  be  glad  to  hear  those  and  work  with 
you.  I  think  the  ultimate  goal  is  to  do  something  common  sense  for 
the  American  taxpayers.  I  just  get  a  little  upset  when  decisions 
that  were  made  thoughtfully,  deliberately,  and  a  record  was  built 
to  substantiate  the  investment  that  we  made  is  tossed  away  in  a 
comment  that  appears  in  the  newspaper — maybe  it  was  taken  out 
of  context,  but  it  was  picked  up  all  over  the  country  as  some  kind 
of  evidence  of  Government  excess. 

In  that  regard,  incidentally,  I  want  to  point  out  that  there  is  an 
0MB  circular.  NTSB  was  before  us  not  too  long  ago  and  advised  us 
that  a  new  0MB  circular  may  prevent  the  use  of  N-1  for  its  Go 
Teams  when  they  are  involved  in  surface  transportation  accidents. 
The  fact  is,  for  example,  if  there  is  a  rail  crash  that  they  are 
charged  with  investigating,  or  a  ship  accident  they  are  charged 
with  investigating — and  they  occasionally  do  automotive  or  truck- 
related  accidents — according  to  the  proposed  new  0MB  circular, 
they  wouldn't  be  able  to  use  N-1. 

Are  you  aware  of  that? 

Secretary  Pena.  I  am  beginning  to  be  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  hope  we  can  work  together  to  straighten  that  out.  If 
you  have  a  major  rail  crash  some  place  in  America,  who  cares 
where  the  vehicle  started,  at  30,000  feet  or  2  inches?  If  there  is  a 
crash,  there  is  loss  of  life,  there  is  safety,  and  there  are  things  to  be 
learned.  Our  NTSB  Go  Teams  have  to  get  there  as  quickly,  effi- 
ciently, and  cost-effectively  as  possible.  A  Go  Team,  incidentally, 
has  about  12  people  in  it  and  they  carry  quite  a  bit  ot  equipment. 

I  just  shudder  to  think  that  these  people  are  going  to  have  to  line 
up,  get  seats,  and  check  their  bags  at  National  Airport  to  do  their 
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job.  It  is  ridiculous.  I  would  hope  that  we  could  work  together  in 
getting  the  0MB  up  to  speed  on  why  NTSB  needs  this  resource. 

LIFE  CYCLE  HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  the  former  FHWA  Administrator  has 
suggested — and  a  lot  of  other  people  have,  too — that  we  should  do 
more  in  the  life  cycle  cost  area  on  highways,  that  we  should  build 
highways  for  40  years  and  minimum  loads  of  120,000  gross  pounds. 

Have  you  had  an  opportunity  to  talk  with  some  of  the  FHWA 
people  and  consider  how  we  should  probably  invest  more  in  dura- 
bility, particularly  on  some  interstate  highways? 

Secretary  Pena.  Not  that  particular  topic  yet.  I  know  that  they 
are  involved  in  doing  some  analysis,  but  I  haven't  had  that  particu- 
lar session  with  them  yet. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  signal  to  you  that  the  area  of  durability  in- 
vestment is  an  area  of  interest  to  the  committee.  We  would  like  to 
work  with  you  on  that. 

transit  ridership 

Mr.  Carr.  In  transit  use,  a  recent  survey  showed  that  transit's 
share  of  national  travel  has  declined  by  2  percent.  It  appears  that 
businesses  are  doing  off-peak  shift  changes  and  a  variety  of  other 
things  that  are  reducing  congestion  on  highways,  making  it  more 
likely  that  people  will  respond  to  lower  congestion  by  using  private 
vehicles,  adding  evidence  to  the  notion  that  IVHS,  as  it  comes  in 
and  further  reduces  congestion,  will  further  depress  transit  rider- 
ship. 

Is  this  phenomenon  being  taken  fairly  into  consideration  as  all 
these  communities  step  forward  and  want  light  rail  systems  and 
more  mass  transit? 

Secretary  Pena.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  there  are  a  couple  of 
points  about  that  data.  As  you  know,  data  can  be  used  different 
ways,  depending  on  how  you  look  at  it. 

Number  one,  my  understanding  is  that  between  1980  and  1990 
we  actually  saw  an  increase  in  passenger  miles  on  transit.  But  you 
are  right  that  nationally  it  is  a  smaller  percent  of  total  usage. 

There  is  also  some  evidence  that  indicates  that  when  the  transit 
systems  are  closer  to  the  person's  residence  or  work,  they  are  more 
likely  to  use  it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  it  is  a  quarter  of  a  mile  away, 
ridership  goes  up.  We  need  to  be  mindful  of  these  population 
changes  and  shifts  in  transportation  mode.  But  I  wouldn't  necessar- 
ily conclude  from  that  that  it  is  time  to  back  away  from  invest- 
ment in  transit.  I  think  we  need  to  understand  the  relationship 
there. 

Also,  we're  beginning  to  hear  more  and  more  from  people  who 
perhaps  used  to  live  in  the  inner  cities  who  have  moved  out  to  the 
suburban  areas.  They  are  concerned  for  suburban  to  suburban  com- 
mutes and  their  transit  needs. 

We  are  aware  of  the  trend.  Obviously,  we  think  about  that  as  we 
think  about  transit  investment  in  trying  to  make  sure  that  we  con- 
tinue to  be  very  cost-effective  in  those  investments. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  appreciate  particularly  your  last  comment  about  sub- 
urban to  suburban.  We  end  up  having  transit  systems  that  tend  to 
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J 
be  dominated  by  the  politics  of  the  core  city.  And  they  have  a  tend- 
ency to  think  about  how  they  can  use  transit  to  get  people  into  the 
core  city,  and  suburban  to  suburban  tends  to  be  underserved.  I  am 
glad  you  are  cognizant  of  that. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  AIR  TRAFFIC  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Shifting  over  to  the  FAA,  one  of  the  original  goals  of 
the  NAS  plan  was  the  eventual  consolidation  of  FAA  facilities. 
When  we  started  this  project  out  10  years  ago,  we  were  going  to 
make  the  investment  and  we  were  going  to  not  only  be  more  effi- 
cient and  have  more  productivity,  we  were  going  to  save  taxpayers 
money. 

The  testimony  at  the  time  indicated  that  consolidation  and  auto- 
mation would  allow  a  gradual  reduction  in  the  controller  workforce 
by  about  50  percent  from  about  16,000  then  to  about  8,000  projected 
for  today.  Yet  today,  the  controller  workforce  is  more.  It  is  now 
18,000  and  the  FAA  has  recently  decided  that  its  consolidation  will 
be  "minimal,"  allowing  virtually  no  personnel  savings. 

Of  course,  now  we  have  spent  billions  of  dollars  developing  auto- 
mated equipment,  which  the  FAA  partly  justified  on  the  basis  of 
consolidation. 

Have  you  had  a  chance  to  review  this?  Has  the  FAA's  decision 
about  no  consolidation  or  minimal  consolidation  wrong?  Will  you 
reverse  it?  What  are  your  thoughts? 

Secretary  Pena.  Generally  speaking,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
doing  a  very  intensive  reevaluation  of  the  whole  AAS  program.  It 
is  clear  to  me  that  commitments  that  were  made  10  years  ago  by 
whomever  are  very  difficult  to  maintain  today,  particularly  if  we 
want  to  meet  our  time  commitments  and  budgetary  targets. 

So  we  are  rethinking  this  whole  area.  Yes,  there  has  been  a  rec- 
ommendation that  we  pursue  something  far  less  than  the  massive 
consolidation  that  was  outlined  10  years  ago.  The  people  who  made 
that  decision  are  not  here  now.  We  have  new  people  who  have  gone 
back  and  looked  at  that  and  said  that  that  may  not  make  the  best 
sense. 

We  are  reviewing  all  those  options  at  the  moment.  We  will  be 
making  a  decision  very  soon  because  we  have  to  if  we're  going  to 
stick  to  our  current  time  line,  as  outlined  the  other  day  by  the 
FAA  acting  administrator. 

But  this  is  an  area  where  we're  probably  not  going  to  see  the 
kind  of  consolidation  that  was  promised  10  years  ago.  We  are  very 
much  aware  of  the  implications  as  related  to  the  commitments  that 
were  made  about  reductions  in  overhead  costs,  et  cetera.  We  have 
to  factor  all  that  in,  in  determining  what  the  new  costs  are  going  to 
be  for  the  entire  system. 

FAA  restructuring 

Mr.  Carr.  Back  in  October,  then  Candidate  Clinton  wrote  to  the 
Aero  Club  of  Washington  citing  "widespread  dissatisfaction  with 
the  status  of  the  FAA,"  and  stating  that  "it  is  time  to  reopen  the 
discussion  as  to  how  the  FAA  should  be  structured." 
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Can  you  tell  us  what  discussions  you  are  having  inside  the  De- 
partment about  the  structure  of  the  FAA?  Would  you  support  a 
fixed  term  for  the  FAA  Administrator? 

Secretary  Pena.  We  have  had  a  number  of  discussions  about  re- 
structuring the  Department  of  Transportation,  particularly  during 
the  transition  process.  After  doing  all  that  analysis,  my  conclusion 
was  that  at  this  point  we  could  spend  a  lot  of  time  doing  major  re- 
structuring and  not  get  anything  done.  We  have  too  many  issues  to 
address  now,  so  we  are  not  looking  at  any  major  restructuring  in 
the  Department. 

GM  TRUCK  INVESTIGATION 

Mr.  Carr.  This  will  be  my  last  question,  Mr.  Secretary.  It  is  now 
12:15  and  you  have  been  very  generous  with  your  time.  We  appreci- 
ate your  being  with  us  today.  I  have  a  number  of  questions  for  the 
record  which  we  would  like  to  have  you  answer. 

This  last  question  has  to  do  with  how  a  lot  of  the  safety  issues  in 
motor  vehicles  gets  politicized. 

We  have  spent  a  lot  of  money  putting  together  good,  talented 
people  who  bring  a  lot  of  expertise  to  their  jobs  to  investigate  the 
rights  and  wrongs  of  the  automobile  design  and  all  those  other 
things.  The  problem,  however,  is  that  we  have  a  number  of 
people — sincere,  I  am  sure — who  try  to  try  these  claims  in  the 
media.  Hopefully,  perhaps  one  of  the  results  of  this  NBC/General 
Motors  episode  has  been  to  depoliticize  it.  Perhaps  that  has  put  the 
brakes  on  it. 

A  few  years  ago,  we  had  the  issue  of  the  recall  of  the  General 
Motors  X  car.  It  was  tried  in  the  media,  basically.  The  Department 
did  not  follow  its  own  procedures  for  making  a  determination  and 
an  evaluation  on  an  objective  and  thorough  manner.  It  got  politi- 
cized. It  ended  up  that  everyone  essentially  lost.  GM  and  its  work- 
ers lost  in  terms  of  public  opinion.  In  fact,  the  publicity  was  so  bad 
that  the  X  car  went  out  of  production.  And  the  Government  lost, 
too,  because  they  lost  its  case  in  court  and  it  was  found  that  there 
was  no  defect.  The  whole  thing  was  just  a  political  brouhaha.  So 
everyone  ended  up  being  a  loser. 

In  that  light,  I  am  wondering  a  little  bit  about  the  statement 
that  I  read  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  where  you  had  ordered  your 
aids  to  expedite  the  inquiry  on  the  possible  recall  of  General 
Motors  trucks.  You  have  every  right  to  ask  people  to  step  it  up,  but 
I  hope  that  this  is  not  going  to  end  up  in  a  similar  politicization  of 
NHTSA's  work.  We  want  professional  objective  judgment  to  be 
made  here.  Maybe  that  isn't  always  quick.  Maybe  that  is  deliber- 
ate. 

Could  you  offer  a  comment?  I  am  hoping  you  will  put  some  con- 
text on  this  article  that  I  read  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal. 

Secretary  Pena.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  general  view  is  that  the  De- 
partment has  had  a  problem  with  being  a  bit  slow  about  a  number 
of  things,  whether  it  is  issuing  regulations  or  making  very  tough 
and  controversial  decisions.  That  is  a  matter  of  observation.  So  I 
have  been  indicating  to  the  Department  across  modes  that  we  ought 
to  be  a  bit  more  thoughtful  about  being  on  time  when  we  are  being 
asked  to  do  things.  When  regulations  are  asked  to  be  developed,  we 
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ought  to  get  them  done  as  quickly  as  possible  and  not  take  the 
traditional  institutional  approach  that  we  have  to  these  kinds  of 
matters. 

On  this  particular  issue,  you  are  absolutely  right.  My  intention 
here  is  to  make  sure  that  we  do  it  as  quickly  as  possible.  I  didn't 
want  it  to  drag  on,  as  it  normally  would  drag  on  in  the  normal 
course  of  events,  particularly  given  its  high  sensitivity. 

Now  having  said  that,  that  should  not  be  interpreted  to  mean 
any  indication  of  the  merits  of  the  case.  I  think  the  people  who  are 
doing  that  investigation  are  very  thorough  and  very  objective.  I 
have  already  had  a  preliminary  briefing  about  how  they're  doing 
with  their  analysis  and  I  have  every  confidence  that  they  will  be 
able  to  work  a  little  faster  but  still  make  sure  that  they  do  a  thor- 
ough analysis  of  the  crash  data  and  all  the  data  involved  before  a 
final  decision  is  made. 

Mr.  Carr.  With  that,  I  have  a  number  of  questions  to  be  submit- 
ted for  the  record. 

FULL  FUNDING  OF  ISTEA 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  during  the  campaign  last  year.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  promised  to  fund  ISTEA  fully.  In  both  the  emergency 
supplemental  and  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget,  full  authority  for  the 
highway  portion  of  ISTEA  is  requested.  Although  there  are  in- 
creases in  both  years  for  the  transit  program,  full  funding  has  not 
been  requested. 

I  am  not  saying  I  disagree  with  your  approach,  but  I  would  like 
to  know  how  you  made  the  determination.  Can  you  provide  your 
perspective  on  this  for  us? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  proposal  for  the  transit  budget  overall  for  fiscal  year  1994  represents  21  per- 
cent growth  over  the  fiscal  year  1993  enacted  level.  That  is  more  growth  in  one  year 
than  transit  has  seen  in  the  past  four  years.  For  capital  programs,  the  increase  from 
1992  to  fiscal  year  1994  with  the  President's  investment  proposal  is  30.2  percent. 

Moreover,  with  full  funding  of  the  highway  program,  there  is  a  good  chance  that 
we  will  see  a  significant  amount  of  utilization  of  flexible  highway  funds  for  transit 
projects.  In  fiscal  year  1992,  with  total  Federal-aid  highway  obligations  of  $17.9  bil- 
lion, some  $300  million  of  flexible  highway  funds  were  used  for  transit.  That  com- 
pares to  a  total  of  only  $7  million  utilized  in  the  previous  four  years.  With  a  pro- 
gram of  over  $20  billion  a  year  and  more  experience  in  implementing  these  new 
flexibility  provisions,  we  expect  a  significant  increase.  The  Administration  is  com- 
mitted to  making  this  flexibility  work. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  this  represent  a  relative  bias  toward  highways 
compared  to  transit  systems? 
[The  information  follows:] 

This  does  not  represent  a  bias  toward  highways.  There  are  various  ways  to  calcu- 
late transportation  system  investment  needs,  and  I  will  be  closely  involved  in  de- 
partmental development  of  these  estimates  in  the  future.  However,  based  on  our 
most  recent  reports  on  capital  needs  for  highways  and  transit,  under  our  proposal,  a 
much  higher  level  of  transit  capital  needs,  than  of  highway  capital  needs,  will  be 
met. 

GASOLINE  TAX 

Mr.  Carr.  Apparently  the  administration  has  decided  to  return 
to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  the  2.5  cent  part  of  the  tax  that  has 
been  devoted  to  deficit  reduction  since  1990.  When  will  the  2.5  cent 
gasoline  tax  be  returned  to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


Our  plan  to  assure  that  States'  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  au- 
thorized in  ISTEA  are  fully  funded  requires  legislation  to  switch  fuel  taxes  (2*72 
cents/gallon)  now  paid  to  the  general  fund  to  be  paid  to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund 
beginning  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  General  Accounting  Office  estimated  last  fall  that 
if  ISTEA  is  fully  funded,  the  Byrd  Amendment  will  come  into  play 
in  1995.  How  will  the  2.5  cents  affect  the  solvency  of  the  Trust 
Fund  and  the  implementation  of  the  Byrd  Amendment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  is  true  that  existing  revenues  are  not  sufficient.  With  full  funding  of  highways 
in  fiscal  year  1993-1997,  the  Byrd  amendment  would  be  triggered  for  fiscal  year 
1995,  requiring  a  reduction  of  States'  apportionments  of  about  $2.8  billion.  The 
Highway  Account  cash  balance  would  also  become  negative  beginning  in  fiscal  year 
1996. 

Our  plan  to  assure  that  States'  apportionments  are  fully  funded  requires  legisla- 
tion to  switch  fuel  taxes  (2 ¥2  cents/gallon)  now  paid  to  the  general  fund  to  be  paid 
to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  have  been  conflicting  reports  recently  regarding 
how  to  use  the  increase  in  the  Trust  Fund.  Some  indicate  it  will  all 
be  for  highways,  while  others  say  one-fifth  of  the  amount,  or  .5 
cent,  should  be  dedicated  to  transit  programs. 

Will  all  of  the  increase  be  for  highways? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  would  allocate  the  revenue  from  2  cents  of  the  tax  ($2.7  billion  annually)  to 
the  Highway  Account  and  Vz  cent  ($0.7  billion)  to  the  Transit  Account.  This  would 
prevent  triggering  of  the  Byrd  and  Rostenkowski  amendments  through  the  life  of 
ISTEA,  based  on  our  estimates  of  spending  and  revenues. 

As  an  insurance  measure,  we  would  propose  that  either  Account  could  borrow 
from  the  other  as  needed  to  ensure  prudent  cash  balances. 

RAIL  USE  OF  HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Certain  individuals  have  advocated  using  the  Highway 
Trust  Fund  for  still  other  purposes,  including  capital  improvements 
for  Amtrak  and  even  for  high  speed  rail  projects. 

What  is  your  position  on  using  the  Trust  Fund  for  such  pur- 
poses? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Congress  considered  and  debated  use  of  Highway  Trust  Fund  resources  for  rail 
purposes  during  deliberations  on  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  of  1991  (IS'TEA).  There  are  numerous  ways  that  States  and  transit  grantees  can 
use  Highway  Trust  Fund  resources  in  support  of  rail  service,  including  improving 
the  safety  of  rail-highway  grade  crossings,  accommodating  rail  service  during  con- 
struction of  highway  or  bridge  projects,  rehabilitation  and  operation  of  historic  rail- 
road facilities,  and  assistance  to  commuter  rail  service,  which  can  also  benefit  inter- 
city rail. 

With  one  exception,  I  think  we  should  get  more  experience  with  the  rail  eligibility 
provided  by  ISTEA  before  we  consider  additional  changes.  The  one  exception  is  with 
respect  to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  resources  dedicated  to  maglev  prototype  devel- 
opment in  ISTEA.  We  propose  to  broaden  the  eligible  uses  of  those  funds  to  high- 
speed ground  transportation,  including  improvements  such  as  track  and  signals 
needed  to  facilitate  high  speed  rail  service.  The  Highway  Trust  Fund  resources  for 
this  purpose  would  be  supplemented  by  additional  funds  from  the  general  fund. 

HIGH-SPEED  RAIL  AND  MAGLEV 

Mr.  Carr.  The  new  Administration  supports  both  high  speed  rail 
and  maglev  trains.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  includes  $344  mil- 
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lion  for  high  speed  rail  and  maglev  development,  as  follows:  $204 
million  for  Northeast  Corridor  improvements;  $35  million  for  high 
speed  ground  transport  from  the  general  fund;  $105  million  for 
high  speed  ground  transport  from  the  Trust  Fund;  for  a  total  of 
$344  million. 

Congress  has  supported  the  electrification  of  the  Northeast  Corri- 
dor in  past  years.  As  an  incremental  approach  using  existing  rail 
beds,  it  may  make  some  economic  sense.  Ultra  high  speed  rail 
above  150  mph  and  maglev  are  another  story.  There  is  considerable 
convincing  evidence  that  these  technologies  will  never  come  close 
to  paying  their  way. 

Why  should  we  borrow  money  at  this  time  for  ultra  high  speed 
rail  and  maglev  activities? 

[The  information  follows:] 

While  we  recognize  that  achieving  higher  speeds  would  be  more  costly,  we  believe 
that  there  is  significant  potential  for  these  systems  to  play  a  key  role  in  helping  to 
meet  transportation  demands  in  high  volume  intercity  corridors  in  the  next  centu- 
ry. Recent  studies  suggest  that  this  potential  warrants  further  research  and  devel- 
opment, and  we  recognize  that  the  Federal  government  can  play  a  role  in  facilitat- 
ing such  efforts. 

In  the  report  "In  Pursuit  of  Speed,"  TRB's  National  Research  Council  noted  that 
while  there  are  surface  transportation  systems  that  can  operate  safely  at  speeds  up 
to  200  mph,  maglev  may  offer  the  potential  for  higher  operating  speeds  and  techno- 
logical breakthroughs  that  could  lead  to  lower  costs.  The  TRB  study  also  noted  that 
realizing  such  potential  would  require  substantial  additional  research  and  develop- 
ment. 

The  National  Maglev  Initiative  (NMD  concluded  that  there  are  potential  improve- 
ments to  existing  foreign  maglev  technology  that  justify  further  investment.  Our 
proposal  would  advance  the  preliminary  work  done  in  the  NMI  and  provide  the 
technical,  market,  and  economic  analysis  that  would  be  necessary  to  support  a  deci- 
sion as  to  whether  to  proceed  with  development  of  a  U.S.  based  maglev  technology. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  new  high  speed  ground  transportation  program, 
what  relative  priorities  will  you  be  placing  on  incremental  im- 
provements to  existing  service  versus  maglev  development? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  balance  that  we  seek  is  incremental  improvements  to  facilitate  speeds  up  to 
125  mph  in  certain  corridors  by  the  end  of  the  century,  while  pursuing  new  technol- 
ogy for  the  next  century. 

Our  approach  to  maglev  development  is  a  very  conservative  one  that  would  ad- 
vance the  preliminary  work  done  in  the  NMI  to  the  next  logical  steps — the  concep- 
tual design  and  detailed  design  called  for  in  ISTEA — and  we  will  have  checkpoints 
to  evaluate  what  we  are  learning. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  overall,  5-year  costs  proposed  for  high 
speed  rail  and  maglev  development  in  the  Administration's  plan, 
and  what  amounts  of  passengers  or  freight  are  expected  to  be  car- 
ried over  these  high  speed  routes  at  the  end  of  that  time  period? 

In  other  words,  what  difference  will  that  expenditure  have  on 
the  actual  transportation  of  goods  and  people  during  that  time 
period? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  proposal  includes  $1.3  billion  over  the  next  five  years  (fiscal  year  1994-fiscal 
year  1998)  for  the  new  high-speed  ground  transportation  program,  excluding  the 
separate  funding  for  the  Northeast  Corridor  improvements.  While  there  is  consider- 
able State,  local,  and  private  sector  interest  in  high-speed  rail,  the  projects  are  in 
various  planning  stages.  Thus,  at  this  point  it  is  difficult  to  predict  exactly  which 
projects  will  be  funded  in  the  next  five  years  or  what  the  specific  transportation 
impacts  will  be.  In  1992,  the  Department  identified  five  corridors  as  potential  high- 
speed rail  corridors.  While  the  new  program  may  not  be  limited  to  these  five  corri- 
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dors,  it  may  be  helpful  to  use  these  corridors  as  indicators  of  what  the  program 
could  accomplish  in  five  years. 

We  envision  that  the  Federal  funds  would  leverage  State,  local  and  private  sector 
funds.  If  all  five  corridors  received  Federal  funding,  we  anticipate  that,  over  the  five 
year  period,  the  States  could  begin  construction  of  incremental  improvements  on  up 
to  1,800  miles  to  facilitate  speeds  of  at  least  90  mph,  with  some  segments  operating 
at  maximum  speeds  of  up  to  125  mph.  We  would  also  expect  that  States  and  the 
private  sector  would  be  actively  pursuing  the  development  and  testing  of  advances 
in  high-speed  technology  (e.g.,  the  non-electric  high-speed  locomotive)  to  be  used  on 
these  high-speed  rail  systems.  If  funds  are  used  for  a  new  high-speed  ground  trans- 
portation system,  we  expect  that  the  Federal  funds  would  be  used  for  planning  and 
design  work  and  that  system  construction  could  be  initiated  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1998.  While  we  do  not  have  specific  figures  on  ridership  impacts,  we  envision  that 
the  development  of  high-speed  rail  service  could  help  provide  an  important  linkage 
in  the  nation's  transportation  system  and  could  provide  an  alternative  to  the  con- 
gestion on  our  highways  and  short-haul  aviation  systems. 

INTELLIGENT  VEHICLE-HIGHWAY  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  Several  modal  administrations  and  other  offices 
within  the  Department  of  Transportation  are  involved  in  the  intel- 
ligent vehicle  highway  system  program.  However,  most  of  the 
people  working  on  IVHS  and  most  of  the  emphasis  within  the  De- 
partment comes  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

Have  you  given  any  thought  to  establishing  an  intermodal  IVHS 
Czar  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  report  on  the  management  of  DOT's  IVHS  program  is  now  being  prepared  by 
an  outside  group  of  management  experts  and  is  expected  to  be  completed  shortly. 
Until  I  receive  that  report  and  have  had  a  chance  to  review  its  findings  and  recom- 
mendations, I  am  withholding  judgement  on  whether  there  should  be  a  change  in 
how  the  Department's  program  is  managed. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  appears  that  such  an  action  might  raise  the  level  of 
interest  about  IVHS  in  the  Department  and  could  also  help  resolve 
differences  regarding  IVHS  among  the  modes. 

Do  you  agree? 

[The  information  follows:] 

While  an  IVHS  Czar  could  have  the  potential  to  accomplish  these  goals,  the  De- 
partment has  a  mechanism  in  place  to  address  these  issues.  This  mechanism  in- 
volves formal  coordination  between  the  operating  administrations  and  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary.  This  coordination  covers  areas  such  as  program  budgeting  and  plan- 
ning, the  analysis  of  policy  options,  and  recommendations  to  senior  Department 
management.  Again,  I  will  withhold  judgement  concerning  organizational  changes 
until  I  review  the  management  report. 

Mr.  Carr.  Although  IVHS  holds  the  promise  of  applying  new 
and  exciting  technologies  to  some  traffic  and  congestion  problems, 
some  critics  say  it  is  no  panacea.  They  point  to  the  difficulty  and 
expense  involved  today  in  operating  and  maintaining  traffic  signal 
systems  and  other  control  mechanisms  They  wonder  how  financial- 
ly strapped  local  governments  will  be  able  to  make  IVHS  success- 
ful. 

How  do  you  respond  to  these  criticisms  of  the  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  is  aware  that  some  traffic  control  systems  have  received  less 
than  desirable  maintenance  in  the  past.  However,  we  expect  that  IVHS  technologies 
will  improve  reliability  and  decrease  costs  of  traffic  management  while  making  the 
systems  simpler  to  operate  and  maintain.  With  regard  to  the  financial  capability  of 
local  governments,  ISTEA  authorizes  federal  aid  highway  funds  to  be  used  for  such 
expenses.  Since  it  is  becoming  increasingly  difficult  and  costly  to  build  new  roads  or 
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widen  existing  ones,  IVHS  technologies  can  provide  an  alternative  transportation 
solution  for  local  governments. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  assumes  more  than  a 
three-fold  increase  in  IVHS  funding  under  the  limitation  on  gener- 
al operating  expenses,  from  $30  million  in  fiscal  year  1993  to  $100 
million  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

How  will  you  target  this  substantial  increase? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $70  million  increase  in  fiscal  year  1994  is  the  amount  identified  for  the  IVHS 
program  in  the  President's  Rebuild  America  proposal.  These  funds  will  be  used  to 
accelerate  the  IVHS  program  to  help  bring  IVHS  products  to  the  consumer  more 
quickly,  providing  earlier  benefits  to  users  of  the  transportation  system.  The  $70 
million  will  be  broken  down  as  follows:  $15  million  for  increased  operational  tests, 
$15  million  for  increased  R&D,  $20  million  to  facilitate  the  transfer  of  defense  and 
space  technologies  to  IVHS  applications,  $10  million  to  further  deployment  of  a  national 
commercial  vehicle  network,  and  $10  million  for  the  automated  highway  system. 
The  operational  tests  will  be  conducted  as  public/ private  partnerships.  The  commer- 
cial vehicle  network  will  increase  the  safety  and  productivity  of  the  motor  carrier 
industry  by  establishing  electronic  verification  of  weight,  credential,  and  safety  com- 
pliance information.  The  AHS  program  will  produce  a  prototype  demonstration  in 
1997.  In  addition  to  the  potential  for  safety  and  operational  benefits  from  a  fully- 
deployed  AHS,  the  program  will  provide  opportunities  for  the  automobile  industry 
and  others  to  develop  and  market  products  that  operate  on  the  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  do  you  consider  to  be  the  proper  Federal  fund- 
ing level  of  IVHS  in  the  next  few  years? 

What  technologies  and  activities  do  you  believe  hold  the  greatest 
hope  for  the  near  term? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  federal  funding  level  planned  in  the  FHWA  budget  is  proposed  to  grow  from 
$213.8  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  $246.2  million  in  fiscal  year  1997.  This  funding 
can  come  from  three  sources:  ISTEA  will  provide  $113  million  in  contract  authority 
through  fiscal  year  1997,  general  operating  expenses  adjusted  annually  for  inflation 
would  provide  from  $30.8  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  $33.2  million  in  fiscal  year 
1997,  and  additional  general  operating  expenses  requested  in  the  Rebuild  America 
proposal  would  provide  from  $70  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  $100  million  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  In  addition,  the  Department  proposes  funding  of  $7.5  million  for  NHTSA 
and  $5  million  for  FTA  for  fiscal  year  1994.  (The  FHWA  operational  test  program 
includes  transit  related  tests  and  the  FHWA  budget  request  includes  $9  million  to 
be  transferred  to  NHTSA.) 

The  I-80/National  Truck  Network  is  the  activity  that  will  provide  the  first  signifi- 
cant economic  benefits.  The  proposed  increased  funding  will  greatly  accelerate  elec- 
tronic safety  inspection  activities  for  commercial  vehicles  and  drivers,  bringing 
them  together  along  1-80  (from  New  York  to  California,  including  New  Jersey, 
Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois,  Iowa,  Nebraska,  Wyoming,  Utah,  and 
Nevada).  1-80  would  act  as  a  spine  to  connect  the  HELP/Crescent  project  along  1-5 
and  I-IO  and  the  Advantage  1-75  project.  These  programs  will  facilitate  the  elec- 
tronic transfer  of  information  about  weights  and  credentials,  and  will  provide  for 
electronic  checking  of  driver  and  vehicle  compliance  with  safety  requirements. 
These  systems  will  allow  properly-equipped  and  compliant  vehicles  to  bypass  weigh 
stations,  ports  of  entry,  and  roadside  safety  inspections  while  travelling  at  normal 
speeds.  The  network  would  also  automate  record  keeping  of  mileage  and  fuel  pur- 
chases. 

DOT  ORGANIZATION  FOR  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Several  observers,  including  the  GAO,  have  comment- 
ed on  the  fact  that  DOT's  organization  into  separate  modes  for 
highways,  transit,  and  rail  is  not  optimum  for  the  facilitation  of 
intermodal  planning  and  resource  allocation.  In  response  to  this 
criticism,  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration  has  sug- 
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gested  that  these  three  agencies  be  merged  into  a  new  Surface 
Transportation  Administration. 

What  is  your  view  of  this  idea? 

[The  information  follows:] 

While  I  appreciate  the  concept,  a  reorganization  into  a  Surface  Transportation 
Administration  would  be  a  major  disruption  for  the  Department.  The  Department 
has  much  work  to  do  and  I  am  concerned  that  a  reorganization  of  such  magnitude 
would  divert  our  energies  at  this  critical  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Some  have  suggested  that,  at  a  minimum,  the  regional 
and  field  offices  of  FHWA  and  FTA  should  consolidate,  not  only  to 
facilitate  intermodal  planning  and  flexibility  trade-offs,  but  to 
reduce  unnecessary  personnel  and  other  administrative  resources 
in  the  Department,  that  is,  leases,  supplies.  The  President  has  re- 
quired personnel  reductions  in  all  agencies. 

Are  you  looking  into  field  office  consolidation  for  these  two  agen- 
cies? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  may  be  that  consolidation  of  office  space  in  certain  areas  could  make  sense. 
However,  I  am  not  prepared  to  take  a  position  at  this  time. 

FTA  REORGANIZATION  PLAN 

Mr.  Carr.  The  previous  Administration  had  prepared  a  plan  to 
reorganize  the  Federal  Transit  Administration.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  plan  has  been  held  in  abeyance  until  the  new  Ad- 
ministration can  review  it. 

What  is  the  status  of  the  plan? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  plan  is  still  being  held  in  abeyance. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  intention  to  implement  it? 
[The  information  follows:] 

I  will  ask  the  new  Federal  Transit  Administrator  to  review  the  plan  and  give  me 
recommendations. 

TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP 

Mr.  Carr.  The  1992  national  personal  transportation  survey  was 
recently  released  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration.  The 
survey  showed  that  transit's  share  of  national  travel  has  declined 
to  about  2  percent,  and  that  those  declines  were  strongest  among 
some  traditionally  high  users  of  transit:  women  and  persons  of  low 
income. 

Why  do  you  think  transit's  market  share  is  declining  in  this 
country? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Two  historic  trends  contribute  to  public  transit's  declining  percentage  of  the 
travel  market.  First  is  the  continuing  movement  of  population  out  of  densely  popu- 
lated cities  to  suburbs  or  to  the  newer,  automobile  oriented  cities  of  the  South  and 
West.  The  lower  densities  of  these  areas  make  mass  transit  a  less  economically  at- 
tractive option.  The  second  factor  is  the  dramatic  increase  in  accessibility  to  private 
vehicles  and  the  resulting  decrease  in  the  transit  dependent  population.  Only  9.2 
percent  of  households  had  no  vehicle  available  in  1990,  as  noted  in  the  National 
Personal  Transportation  Survey,  down  from  13.5  percent  in  1983.  The  number  of 
total  household  vehicles  has  increased  128  percent  over  the  last  twenty  years. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  initiatives  to  try  to  raise  the  use  of 
transit? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


All  of  the  Federal  Transit  Administration's  programs  can  be  viewed  as  initiatives 
aimed  at  increasing  transit  ridership.  The  New  Starts,  Rail  Modernization  and  Bus 
Replacement  programs  all  increase  transit  service  while  improving  service  quality. 
Commuter  rail  is  a  fast  growing  component  of  mass  transit,  experiencing  an  8.4  per- 
cent increase  in  passenger  miles  in  just  five  years,  1985  to  1990.  The  Clean  Air  Act 
requires  employers  located  in  severe  non-attainment  areas  to  reduce  the  number  of 
trips  taken  by  their  employees.  Toward  this  end,  employers  can  now  offer  their 
workers  up  to  $60  toward  the  cost  of  mass  transit  tax-free.  This  increased  financial 
support  of  transit  will  make  it  a  more  attractive  alternative  to  commuters  and 
assist  in  reducing  trips. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  survey  echoes  previous  findings  of  other  research- 
ers that  urban  area  congestion  is  increasingly  caused  by  the  devel- 
opment of  low  density  suburbs  that  are  poorly  served  by  traditional 
transit  systems. 

Since  these  are  the  areas  of  fastest  population  growth  in  almost 
all  urban  areas,  how  can  we  realistically  expect  transit  systems  to 
increase  market  share? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Construction  of  new  transit  systems,  expansion  of  systems  to  the  suburbs  and  the 
rapidly  increasing  ridership  of  commuter  rail  are  all  ways  transit  is  addressing  the 
suburban  market.  Despite  these  improvements,  transit's  share  of  the  transportation 
market  is  not  rising,  due  in  large  part  to  the  movement  of  people  to  areas  that  are 
not  transit  oriented.  However,  the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  will  force 
many  urban  areas  in  noncompliance  to  increase  usage  of  transit  as  one  way  to 
lower  pollution  levels.  The  FHWA  estimates  that  34,000  lane  miles  in  urbanized 
areas  will  not  be  built  due  to  air  quality  standards,  right  of  way  considerations  or 
other  constraints.  Transit  is  expected  to  provide  at  least  10%  of  that  foregone  capac- 
ity. These  constraints  on  the  use  of  automobiles  are  expected  to  have  a  positive 
impact  on  the  level  of  transit  ridership,  but  not  necessarily  on  its  market  share. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  study  discusses  the  fact  that  changing  job  pat- 
terns, particularly  the  shift  to  services,  have  tended  to  move  work 
trips  away  from  the  traditional  peak  hours.  For  example,  of  the  4 
million  additional  workers  reporting  in  1989,  fully  one-third  left  for 
work  before  6:00  a.m.  Transit  tends  to  compete  less  well  as  peak 
hour  traffic  shifts  to  these  "shoulder  periods"  because  the  road- 
ways are  relatively  uncongested. 

Given  trends  such  as  these,  what  changes  should  transit  provid- 
ers make  to  be  more  competitive  in  the  1990s? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Personal  Transportation  Survey  points  out  that  the  number  of 
people  departing  for  work  before  6  a.m.  has  risen  from  6.9  million  workers  in  1985 
to  8.2  million  in  1989  and  from  17.6  million  to  18.7  million  workers  in  the  6  a.m.  to  7 
a.m.  travel  period.  However,  the  resulting  changes  in  market  share  are  minimal. 
The  share  of  the  market  departing  for  work  before  6  a.m.  increased  by  only  1  per- 
cent over  the  four  year  period  and  the  percentage  of  people  commuting  during  the 
traditional  peak  hours  of  6  to  9  a.m.  has  remained  unchanged  at  70  percent.  The 
congestion  facing  over  two-thirds  of  workers  during  the  peak  commuting  period  in- 
creases the  attractiveness  of  transit  and  the  lengthening  of  the  peak  periods  of 
travel  improves  the  economics  of  transit.  Transit  providers  will  need  to  be  flexible 
in  serving  patrons  at  untraditional  travel  times. 

PASSENGER  FACILITY  CHARGES  AND  AIP  GRANTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  with  the  approval  of  over  $5  billion  in 
PFCs  and  more  billions  awaiting  approval,  many  of  the  airlines  are 
expressing  concern  about  the  burden  on  their  operational  cost 
structures  resulting  from  terminals,  access  roads,  and  other  airport 
facilities  which  do  not  add  capacity  or  revenues  to  the  airline 
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system.  I  believe  very  strongly  that  the  airports  exist  to  serve  the 
airlines,  and  not  vice  versa.  People  go  to  the  airport  to  fly,  not  to 
see  the  architectural  wonders  or  shop  in  fancy  boutiques. 

Is  it  time  to  require  that  PFC  applications  meet  some  means  test, 
some  criteria-based  evaluation  procedure  which  would  place  a  pri- 
ority on  enhancing  capacity,  reducing  airway  congestion,  or  meet- 
ing other  accepted  goals  of  aviation  rather  than  creating  a  nicer 
travel  experience? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  PFC  authorization  provides  criteria  that  place  a  majority  on  enhancing  ca- 
pacity, reducing  airway  congestion,  or  meeting  other  accepted  goals.  Before  approv- 
ing an  application,  FAA  must  find  that  proposed  PFC  projects  meet  statutory  objec- 
tives to  preserve  or  enhance  capacity,  safety,  or  security;  mitigate  noise  impacts;  or 
enhance  competition  at  the  airport.  In  addition,  airports  must  consult  with  airlines 
in  the  PFC  application  process.  Airlines  have  been  using  the  opportunity  to  com- 
ment, and  their  comments  have  resulted  in  modification  or  rejection  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  project  proposals. 

Airport  development  projects  take  a  number  or  years  to  complete.  While  aircraft 
operations  have  been  fairly  stable  over  the  last  few  years,  they  are  projected  to  in- 
crease and  passenger  enplanements  have  been  increasing.  Airports  are  planning 
new  development  to  meet  projected  demand  and  to  reduce  delay  which  exceeds 
20,000  hours  at  23  airports. 

Mr.  Carr.  PFCs  supplement  capital  financing  bv  municipal 
bonds  and  Federal  AIP  grants.  In  its  recent  report  "Reducing  the 
Deficit:  Spending  and  Revenue  Options,"  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  suggested  that  AIP  grants  could  be  eliminated  because  of  the 
existence  of  these  other  revenue  sources. 

Given  the  need  to  reduce  the  deficit,  why  shouldn't  we  consider 
significantly  reducing  AIP  funding? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Passenger  Facility  Charge  (PFC)  was  authorized  because  the  estimate  of  air- 
port needs  ($5  to  $10  billion  annually)  exceeded  the  estimate  of  future  funds  avail- 
able. PFCs  approved  to  date  are  estimated  to  generate  $6  billion  over  the  next  30 
years.  However,  the  estimate  of  PFC  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1993  is  $390  million, 
while  outstanding  applications  for  AIP  funds  are  nearly  $8  billion. 

Mr.  Carr.  CBO  believes  that  PFCs  could  be  used  to  leverage 
bonds  on  as  much  as  a  12  to  1  basis  with  $1  in  PFC  revenue  lever- 
aging $12  in  bonds.  Amtrak  does  this  now,  using  Federal  capital 
grants  to  leverage  significant  private  capital.  I  understand  that 
this  hasn't  happened  to  any  substantial  degree  with  PFCs. 

What  do  you  think  of  the  idea  of  requiring  as  part  of  the  PFC 
approval  process  that  these  taxes  be  matched  by  private  sources 
such  as  bonds? 

[The  information  follows:] 

I  would  not  support  requiring  that  PFCs  be  used  only  to  support  bonds.  Airports 
need  the  flexibility  to  use  this  important  source  of  revenue  in  the  manner  that  best 
meets  their  financial  and  development  needs.  The  decision  to  use  the  PFC  to  finance 
bonds  means  that  the  airport  is  committing  to  collect  the  fee  for  up  to  30  years  to 
pay  the  principal  and  interest.  The  benefit  is  that  funds  are  made  available  in  ad- 
vance of  full  collection  to  complete  large  projects,  and  the  passengers  that  use  the 
facility  will  pay  off  the  bonds  through  PFC  collection  over  a  number  of  years.  Many 
airports  have  chosen  to  apply  PFC  revenues  directly  rather  than  to  bonds  because 
they  do  not  want  to  commit  airport  revenues  for  such  long  periods  of  time  or  they 
have  adequate  funding  available  to  pay  for  the  project  as  work  is  completed.  Ap- 
proximately 33  percent  of  the  PFC  revenues  approved  to  date  will  be  used  to  sup- 
port bonds. 
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ADVANCED  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM 


Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  in  a  February  20th  article  in  the  Wash- 
ington Post,  you  are  quoted  as  saying  that  you  wanted  the  FAA 
Administrator  to  take  a  "cold,  calculated  private  sector  review"  of 
the  FAA's  largest  capital  improvement  program,  the  advanced  au- 
tomation system. 

Have  you  directed  the  acting  administrator  to  begin  such  a 
review? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  I  have  discussed  with  the  acting  FAA  Administrator  my  interest  in  an  out- 
side review  of  the  AAS  project.  We  are  looking  at  various  options  on  how  to  do  this 
review. 

Mr.  Carr.  Given  that  this  program  has  been  run  and  managed 
by  one  of  the  country's  largest  private  sector  companies — IBM — 
and  it  has  had  continual  problems,  I'm  wondering  what  new  type 
of  private  sector  review  you  envision,  and  how  it  would  be  differ- 
ent. 

Would  you  comment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Given  the  magnitude  of  the  AAS  project,  a  private  sector  review  makes  sense.  I 
might  add  that  a  third  party  review  is  a  technique  used  by  the  private  sector  and 
hence,  it  is  not  out  of  line  to  take  that  approach  with  the  IBM  contract. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  role  do  you  intend  to  take,  either  personally  or 
within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  on  this  program? 
[The  information  follows:] 

My  role  will  be  to  ensure  that  FAA  management  is  diligent  in  solving  the  prob- 
lems encountered.  To  do  this,  I  will  ask  the  staff  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  to 
establish  a  disciplined  management  structure  which  will  identify  key  program  mile- 
stones and  measures  of  progress.  We  will  hold  FAA  accountable  for  meeting  those 
requirements. 

FAA  ACQUISITION  REFORM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  that  Washington  Post  article,  you  are  quoted  as 
saying:  "There  is  something  that  has  gone  amiss  in  the  bureaucra- 
cy. I  don't  know  what  it  is  .  .  .  But  my  first  blush  impression  is 
that  the  Federal  Government  is  not  very  good  in  its  procurement 
practices,  period,  across  the  board  .  .  .  But  I  think  we  have  a  par- 
ticular problem  in  this  Department". 

As  you  may  know,  this  committee  has  been  working  hard  to  im- 
prove the  Department's  acquisition  practices,  and  some  improve- 
ments have  been  made  over  the  past  2  or  3  years. 

What  has  gone  amiss  in  the  bureaucracy,  and  what  further  ini- 
tiatives do  we  need? 

[The  information  follows:] 

I  have  not  yet  had  time  to  explore  the  details  of  the  problem.  When  I  have  more 
thoroughly  analyzed  the  Department's  procurement  practices,  I  will  propose  what- 
ever remedies  that  I  think  are  appropriate. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Department  of  Defense  initiated  similar  reforms 
such  as  "total  package  procurement"  and  fixed  price  development 
in  both  the  early  1970s  and  early  1980s.  In  both  cases,  later  audits 
found  that  the  initiatives  did  little  except  provide  increased  reve- 
nues for  private  contractors. 
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How  should  we  streamline  the  process  and  field  equipment  faster 
without  falling  prey  to  the  same  buzz  words  and  mistakes  of  past 
years? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Again,  I  would  ask  that  the  Committee  give  me  more  time  to  analyze  the  prob- 
lems and  make  constructive  suggestions. 

AIRLINE  INDUSTRY  FINANCIAL  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  heard  much  testimony  over  the  past  few 
weeks  about  the  causes  of  the  airline  industry's  current  financial 
problems.  I  am  sure  you  have  looked  into  this  subject  also. 

What  are  your  views  of  these  problems,  and  what  do  you  think  of 
some  of  the  suggested  solutions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  condition  of  the  airline  industry  is  poor:  the  carriers  are  losing  money,  bal- 
ance sheets  are  weak,  and  domestic  traffic  growth  is  down.  The  U.S.  economy  needs 
a  strong,  sustained  recovery,  and  airline  managements  need  to  focus  on  improving 
profitability.  The  Federal  government  must  also  reassess  its  role  in  facilitating  the 
industry's  recovery.  I  will  work  closely  with  the  National  Commission  to  Ensure  a 
Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry  which  will  be  addressing  the  issues  facing  the 
industry  and  recommending  solutions. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  particular,  what  do  you  think  of  the  idea  of  sus- 
pending or  rolling  back  the  ticket  tax  or  passenger  facility  charges? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  not  proposing  any  suspension  of  collection  of  PFCs  or  of  the  ticket  tax. 
The  PFC  provides  an  important  source  of  revenue  for  commercial  service  airports  of 
all  sizes  to  reduce  airport  delays  and  to  meet  future  growth.  We  are  aware  of  pro- 
posals from  the  airlines  to  roll  back  the  1990  increase  in  the  ticket  tax  or  to  offset 
their  obligations  to  pay  the  ticket  tax  and  freight  waybill  tax  against  their  net  oper- 
ating losses.  Such  a  proposal  could  reduce  revenues  by  more  than  $1  billion  a  year. 
New  sources  of  revenue  or  cost  reductions  would  have  to  be  found  to  compensate  for 
the  loss  to  the  trust  fund  and  also  to  comply  with  pay-as-you-go  requirements  under 
the  Budget  Enforcement  Act. 

DIVERSION  OF  AIRPORT  REVENUES 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  very  concerned  about  the  use  of  airport  revenues 
for  off-airport  activities.  When  the  Inspector  General  testified  here 
recently,  a  long  list  of  audit  reports  detailing  where  airport  reve- 
nues were  diverted  to  off-airport  purposes  was  highlighted. 

Do  you  believe  this  is  a  problem?  If  so,  what  role  can  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  play  in  addressing  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Under  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended,  a  grantee, 
as  a  condition  of  receiving  grant  funds,  must  agree  to  use  all  revenue  generated  by 
the  airport  for  capital  and  operating  costs  of  the  airport.  It  is  DOT  policy  to  fully 
enforce  this  statute. 

The  IG  has  conducted  a  series  of  audits  relating  to  the  use  of  airport  revenues.  At 
several  airports  thus  far,  a  preliminary  analysis  indicated  that  a  diversion  of  reve- 
nue to  non-airport  purposes  may  have  occurred.  Typically,  a  percentage  or  specified 
amount  has  been  transferred  under  purported  authority  of  State  law  to  other  State 
or  local  governmental  accounts,  often  as  "in  lieu  of  taxes"  or  as  claimed  reimburse- 
ment for  various  services. 

Several  of  these  cases  have  been  referred  to  the  General  Counsel's  Office,  because 
the  airport  authorities  have  contended  that  the  diversions  are  permissible  under  a 
"grandfather  clause."  That  clause,  a  part  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement 
Act  of  1982,  exempts  from  the  non-diversion  requirement  transfers  that  were  specifi- 
cally authorized  in  covenants  or  assurances  in  debt  obligations,  or  in  governing  stat- 
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utes  controlling  the  airport  owner's  financing,  that  were  in  place  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  Act. 

The  General  Counsel's  Office  has  provided  legal  opinions  in  several  of  these  in- 
stances, concluding  that  some  diversions  were  grandfathered  and  others  were  not. 
At  present  Counsel  is  addressing  a  particular  situation  in  Hawaii.  An  earlier  pre- 
liminary analysis  had  indicated  that  the  diversions  were  not  grandfathered,  but  the 
State  has  provided  additional  information  which  has  caused  that  Office  to  under- 
take a  further  review. 

REHIRE  OF  PATCO  CONTROLLERS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  the  Administration's  review  of 
existing  policy  that  air  traffic  controllers  fired  because  of  involve- 
ment in  the  1981  PATCO  strike  should  not  be  rehired,  and  what  is 
your  timetable  for  completing  that  review? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  President  has  not  made  a  final  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  lift  the  ban  on 
hiring  PATCO  strikers. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  rehire  is  approved,  how  should  we  protect  the  bump- 
ing rights  and  other  privileges  earned  by  current  controllers,  in- 
cluding bonus  pay? 

[The  information  follows:] 

If  the  ban  is  lifted,  we  do  not  expect  "bumping"  to  be  an  issue.  The  strikers  (as 
well  as  other  candidates)  could  be  hired  to  fill  controller  vacancies  resulting  from 
retirements  and  attrition. 

Mr.  Carr.  Likewise,  what  training  should  the  rehired  controllers 
undertake  to  ensure  that  they  are  still  capable  of  controlling  air 
traffic,  especially  given  the  new  equipment  flight  procedures,  et 
cetera,  which  have  occurred  in  the  past  10  years? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  rehired  controller,  like  anyone  else  hired  as  a  controller,  must  meet  thorough 
medical  requirements  before  entering  on  duty  and  annually  thereafter.  The  refresh- 
er training,  like  initial  training  for  air  traffic  controllers,  is  a  rigorous,  highly  struc- 
tured process,  followed  by  a  performance  verification  process  before  the  controller  is 
assigned  to  a  facility  for  additional  on-the-job  training.  Employees  who  cannot  meet 
medical  or  performance  requirements  are  removed  from  controller  duties. 

HIGHWAY  SAFETY 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  has  estimated  that  the  cost  of  motor  vehicle  crash- 
es, and  the  resulting  injuries  and  fatalities  amounts  to  $137  billion 
a  year.  Clearly,  motor  vehicle  accidents  are  a  costly  drain  on  the 
economy.  Recent  press  reports  have  indicated  that  you  are  making 
transportation  safety  a  top  priority. 

What  are  your  plans  in  the  highway  safety  arena  and  what  spe- 
cific measures  do  you  intend  to  take? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  is  committed  to  reducing  the  annual  toll  of  highway  deaths,  inju- 
ries, and  related  costs.  We  are  proposing  a  25  percent  increase  ($35M)  in  the  obliga- 
tion level  for  the  NHTSA's  highway  safety  grants. 

Key  areas  of  emphasis  include:  $25  million  for  alcohol  impaired  driving  counter- 
measures  as  part  of  the  President's  investment  package;  and  additional  funding  for 
Section  402  State  and  Community  Highway  Safety  Grants  and  Section  153  Safety 
Belt  and  Motorcycle  Helmet  Use  Grants.  In  total,  these  emphasis  areas  would  grow 
16  percent  over  fiscal  year  93. 
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NHTSA  GRANTS 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 


1993 


1994 


Percent 
gro«vtli 


Sec.  402  State/Community  Gts 115.0  123.0  +7 

Sec.  408  Alcohol  Incent.  Gts 11.0  10.5  -5 

Sec.  410  Aicotiol  Incent.  Gts »  25.0  N/A 

Sec.  153  Belt/Helmet  Gts 12.0  15.0  +25 

National  Driver  Register 3.7  3.5  -4 

Total 141.7  177.0  +  25 


Section  410  was  funded  by  carryover  In  fiscal  year  93. 


ALCOHOL  AND  TEENAGE  DRIVERS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  recently 
issued  a  new  report  which  suggests  that  we  need  to  target  teenage 
drivers  who  are  responsible  for  a  disproportionate  number  of  high- 
way fatalities.  The  NTSB  urges  a  nationwide  crackdown  on  teen- 
agers who  drink  and  drive.  The  report  recommends  that  States  im- 
plement several  controversial  measures  including  nighttime  cur- 
fews for  younger  drivers. 

What  is  your  position  on  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  NTSB  report  recommended  several  policies  which  the  Department  supports 
and  is  implementing  to  reduce  underage  drinking  and  driving.  We  support  an  effec- 
tive zero  BAG;  however,  to  allow  for  test  instrument  variation,  an  appropriate  legal 
limit  would  be  .02  BAG  or  lower.  The  penalty  for  violation  of  this  BAG  standard 
should  be  license  suspension.  In  addition,  we  concur  with  the  recommendations  to 
increase  enforcement  and  information  campaigns  to  deter  drinking  by  younger  driv- 
ers. Information  and  enforcement  programs  are  the  two  anchors  to  NHTSA's  strate- 
gy to  combat  alcohol  impaired  driving.  Finally,  the  Department  believes  that  re- 
strictions through  provisional  licensing  may  be  appropriate  strategies  for  States  to 
consider. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  believe  that  we  need  a  greater  focus  on  young- 
er drivers  in  order  to  achieve  a  dramatic  drop  in  highway  fatali- 
ties? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  has  long  been  aware  of  the  problems  of  younger  drivers  and  is 
increasing  the  effort  to  target  younger  drivers  as  a  means  of  reducing  the  number  of 
fatalities  on  America's  roads.  The  data  show  that  on  a  per  population  basis,  drivers 
aged  16-24  years  of  age  are  the  most  overrepresented  among  drivers  involved  in 
fatal  crashes.  Furthermore,  teenage  drivers  are  two  and  one-half  times  as  likely  to 
be  in  a  fatal  crash  in  which  they  have  been  drinking  as  the  average  driver.  Through 
grant  awards,  the  Department  encourages  States  to  implement  programs  that  target 
this  group.  In  the  research  area,  NHTSA  has  recently  developed  a  Research  Agenda 
addressing  the  safety  issues  related  to  young  drivers.  This  plan  goes  beyond  tradi- 
tional areeis  of  research  to  further  focus  safety  research  to  identify  particular  sub- 
groups of  the  population  that  are  not  hearing  the  message  about  risky  driving  be- 
havior, and  developing  ways  to  reach  them. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  does  your  budget  request  for  NHTSA  address  the 
younger  driver  and  alcohol  issue? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1994  Budget  request  for  NHTSA  addresses  the  issue  of  younger 
drivers  and  alcohol  by  increasing  the  Alcohol  Program  by  nearly  $2  million  ($6.5 
million  total).  These  resources  are  directed  toward  two  complementary  strategies  of 
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information  and  enforcement.  The  information-education  strategy  publicizes  the  ad- 
verse health  and  safety  effects  of  alcohol  and  its  effect  on  driving.  It  also  communi- 
cates the  consequences  of  drinking  in  terms  of  health  and  legal  ramifications.  This 
complements  the  enforcement  strategy  that  promotes  tough  laws  and  sanctions  for 
all  drivers,  including  the  younger  drivers,  who  drink  and  drive.  In  addition  $2.3  mil- 
lion of  NHTSA's  budget  is  devoted  to  alcohol  and  drug  research  to  identify  high  risk 
target  groups  so  that  more  effective  countermeasures  can  be  developed.  NHTSA's 
budget  request  also  includes  over  $35  million  in  grant  money  for  the  Section  410 
and  Section  408  grant  programs.  Both  programs  provide  grants  to  states  that  adopt 
drinking  and  driving  countermeasures,  including  those  aimed  at  younger  drivers. 

CAFE  STANDARDS 

Mr.  Carr.  During  the  recent  Presidential  campaign,  Mr.  Clinton 
expressed  his  support  for  increasing  corporate  average  fuel  econo- 
my (CAFE)  standards  above  the  current  27.5  miles  per  gallon  re- 
quirement for  passenger  cars.  What  is  the  administration's  current 
position  regarding  increased  CAFE  standards? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  of  Transportation  supports  the  President's  goals  for  increased 
energy  conservation  for  America,  and  believes  that  more  progress  is  needed  in  in- 
creasing fuel  efficiency  of  the  vehicles  we  drive.  There  are  weaknesses  in  the  cur- 
rent CAFE  regulatory  approach  that  result,  among  other  things,  in  domestic  full- 
line  auto  companies  bearing  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  compliance  burden.  The 
Department  will  seek  the  views  of  the  industry,  safety  and  environmental  groups, 
and  other  federal  agencies,  as  we  look  into  the  role  of  CAFE  in  energy  conservation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  released 
a  comprehensive  study  on  automotive  fuel  economy  which  said  that 
it  would  be  feasible  to  increase  CAFE  to  31  to  33  miles  per  gallon 
by  2001,  but  that  "the  CAFE  approach  has  defects  that  are  suffi- 
ciently grievous  to  warrant  careful  reconsideration  of  the  ap- 
proach." 

The  NAS  study  recommends  several  policy  options  for  improving 
fuel  economy,  including  tailoring  standards  to  the  size  of  a  car,  in- 
creasing fuel  prices,  and  implementing  a  system  of  fees  and  rebates 
related  to  the  fuel  economy  of  a  car. 

Are  you  considering  these  approaches  to  revising  CAFE  regula- 
tions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  reviewing  the  issue  of  fuel  economy,  the  administration  plans  to  review  all  op- 
tions presented  in  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  (NAS)  report.  In  addition  to 
presenting  options,  the  NAS  study  pointed  out  the  ramifications  of  each  fuel  econo- 
my strategy  and  the  need  for  coordination  between  agencies.  Working  with  Congress 
this  administration  hopes  to  design  options  to  promote  the  President's  goal  of 
energy  conservation  in  America. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  your  opinion,  should  the  proposed  energy  tax  pro- 
vide a  stronger  incentive  for  consumers  to  purchase  higher  mileage 
cars? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  is  expected  that  the  proposed  energy  tax  will  increase  the  cost  of  gasoline  by  7.5 
cents  per  gallon  and  diesel  by  8  cents  per  gallon  when  fully  phased  in,  assuming 
refiners  pass  the  tax  on  to  all  fuels.  However,  the  Department  has  not  conducted 
any  analysis  to  date  on  the  impact  on  car  purchases. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  requested  adequate  resources  for  NHTSA  to 
address  research  and  development  activities  associated  with  a  pos- 
sible revision  of  CAFE  standards? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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NHTSA's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  for  Fuel  Economy  funding  is  $961K. 
This  funding  includes  enhancement  of  the  vehicle  fuel  economy  program  in  order  to 
develop  a  better  understanding  of  the  technical  issues,  costs  and  benefits  of  fuel 
economy  technologies,  and  the  capabilities  of  the  automotive  manufacturing  indus- 
try. 

GM  "side  saddle"  TRUCKS 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  the  recent  controversy  over  the  NBC 
News  "Dateline"  show  on  General  Motors'  "side  saddle"  trucks  has 
fueled  a  great  debate  over  the  safety  record  of  the  estimated  4.7 
million  such  trucks  that  have  been  sold.  NHTSA  is  conducting  an 
investigation  into  the  safety  of  the  gas  tanks  on  the  pickup  trucks 
and  will  make  a  recommendation  whether  the  trucks  should  be  re- 
called. Press  reports  indicate  that  you  have  asked  NHTSA  to  expe- 
dite the  investigation.  Can  you  tell  us  when  the  Department  will 
reach  a  decision  on  the  potential  recall  of  the  trucks? 

[The  information  follows:] 

NHTSA  will  make  a  decision  on  the  investigation  this  spring.  NHTSA  initiated 
the  defect  investigation  in  December  1992,  and  is  continuing  its  investigation.  The 
investigation  includes  analyses  of  real-world  crash  data,  laboratory  crash  tests,  as- 
sessment of  compliance  with  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  and  an  exam- 
ination of  the  effects  of  corrosion  on  the  fuel  system.  Upon  completion  of  this  thor- 
ough process,  a  decision  will  be  made  on  the  potential  recall  of  the  trucks. 

ON  BOARD  VAPOR  RECOVERY  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Enviommental  Protection  Agency  announced  ear- 
lier this  month  that  it  would  not  appeal  a  federal  court  ruling  re- 
quiring that  new  cars  be  equipped  with  canisters  to  capture  fumes 
from  gasoline  refueling.  Given  the  safety  risks  associated  with  the 
canisters  identified  by  NHTSA,  what  is  the  Department's  position 
regarding  this  issue? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  continues  to  be  concerned  that  the  larger  canisters  and  more 
complicated  system  needed  for  onboard  refueling  vapor  recovery  (ORVR)  systems 
will  create  an  increased  safety  risk  of  fires.  However,  a  panel  of  the  D.C.  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  ruled  that  Congress  had  directed  the  EPA  to  issue  regulations  re- 
quiring the  installation  of  ORVR  systems  notwithstanding  these  safety  concerns. 
The  Court  recently  requested  the  parties  to  the  litigation  to  respond  to  a  petition  for 
rehearing  of  this  decision  filed  by  the  motor  vehicle  manufacturers. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  your  view,  can  the  safety  aspects  of  on  board  vapor 
recovery  systems  be  satisfactorily  addressed  by  regulation,  or  might 
a  legislative  approach  be  necessary? 

[The  information  follows:] 

If  the  Court  decision  is  not  reversed  and  installation  of  ORVR  systems  is  required, 
NHTSA  will  work  with  EPA  to  issue  a  rule.  NHTSA  will  look  at  a  possible  amend- 
ment to  its  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  that  would  impose  performance 
requirements  on  ORVR  systems.  NHTSA  will  also  work  with  EPA  during  the  next 
few  years  to  monitor  the  real-world  performance  of  ORVR  systems  and  identify  po- 
tential safety-related  defects  that  need  to  be  remedied  through  recalls.  This  informa- 
tion should  help  determine  whether  regulations  are  sufficient. 

MISSION  OF  THE  U.S.  COAST  GUARD 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  the  Coast  Guard  is  a  multi-role  agency 
with  many  stated  missions.  Over  the  past  12  years,  the  Coast 
Guard's  missions  received  frequent  changes  in  emphasis  and  priori- 
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ty.  During  the  early  1980s,  search  and  rescue  and  law  enforcement 
were  emphasized,  at  the  expense  of  pollution  prevention  activities. 

A  few  years  later,  the  Coast  Guard  expanded  even  further  its 
role  in  law  enforcement,  especially  drug  interdiction. 

Beginning  in  1990,  pollution  prevention  and  cleanup  received  pri- 
ority, with  a  corresponding  slowdown  in  funding  for  earlier  priority 
missions  such  as  drug  interdiction. 

Realizing  that  because  of  its  many  roles  the  Coast  Guard  will 
have  to  emphasize  some  activities  over  others,  what  do  you  believe 
the  current  Administration  will  expect  the  Coast  Guard  to  focus  on 
in  its  allocation  of  operation  resources? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  will  continue  to  carry  out  its  primary  missions  in  maritime 
safety,  marine  environmental  protection,  maritime  law  enforcement,  and  national 
security.  The  Administration  will  strive  to  provide  a  balance  between  these  missions 
so  as  to  not  to  emphasize  one  mission  at  the  expense  of  others.  However,  National 
emergencies  such  as  Haitian  migration  or  major  oil  spills  may  force  the  Coast 
Guard  to  divert  resources  in  response. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  areas  might  be  de-emphasized? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Although  the  Roles  and  Missions  study  has  not  been  updated  since  the  early 
1980's,  the  Department  has  constantly  monitored  the  demands  for  Coast  Guard  at- 
tention and  made  changes  to  resource  allocations  where  appropriate.  Since  the  early 
1980's,  Coast  Guard  missions  have  shifted  in  response  to  changing  National  prior- 
ities. Under  this  Administration,  the  emphasis  will  be  on  balancing  each  of  the  tra- 
ditional Coast  Guard  missions. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  believe  the  last  comprehensive  study  of  the  Coast 
Guard's  roles  and  missions  was  completed  in  the  early  1980s.  Much 
has  changed  since  that  time,  including  a  reduced  military  threat 
around  the  world  and  a  realization  that  the  Government's  drug 
supply  interdiction  programs  have  not  been  very  effective  at  reduc- 
ing the  flow  of  illegal  narcotics  into  this  country. 

Is  it  time  for  the  Administration  to  update  the  roles  and  missions 
study  to  prepare  the  Coast  Guard  more  effectively  for  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  1990s? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  has  not  seen  the  need  for  a  formal  update  of  the  Roles  and  Mis- 
sions study,  since  the  Congress  has  been  kept  informed  through  the  budget  process 
and  numerous  reports  to  Congress  covering  the  full  range  of  Coast  Guard  missions. 

INTERMODALISM 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  most  overworked  words  in  Washington 
these  days  in  intermodalism.  The  reason  is  that  so  many  people  are 
talking  about  it,  but  there  isn't  much  actual  evidence  of  intermoda- 
lism. 

For  instance,  ISTEA  called  for  the  establishment  of  an  intermo- 
dalism commission,  yet  15  months  later,  there  still  is  no  chairman 
of  the  Commission,  nor  any  money  with  which  to  finance  its  oper- 
ations. 

As  another  example.  Traffic  World  reported  in  its  March  15, 
1993  issues  as  follows:  "From  San  Francisco  to  Mobile,  Alabama  to 
Port  Canaveral,  Florida  projects  many  say  embody  the  spirit  of  the 
intermodalism  that  ISTEA  heralds  are  being  pushed  aside,  ignored, 
or  under-funded  in  favor  of  mass  transit  or  commuter  oriented 


78 

projects  'I  see  real  problems  with  getting  freight  the  attention  it  is 
supposed  to  have,'"  said  Jean  Goodwin,  vice  president  of  govern- 
ment affairs  for  the  American  Association  of  Port  Authorities. 
"ISTEA  mentions  how  port  access  has  to  be  included  in  transporta- 
tion planning,  but  yet  our  members  go  to  MPOs  and  get  turned 
away,  even  for  projects  that  are  clearly  eligible." 

As  has  been  said  before,  intermodalism  at  times  seems  to  be  a 
case  of  "let  me  use  your  money  for  my  project."  That  can  be  re- 
ferred to  as  financial  intermodalism. 

What  is  the  Department  doing  to  emphasize  intermodalism? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  strongly  supports  intermodalism  as  the  key  to  creating  a  truly 
efficient  and  effective  transportation  system  nationwide.  The  recent  announcement 
by  the  White  House  of  the  intention  to  nominate  a  new  Associate  Deputy  Secretary 
of  Transportation  for  Intermodalism  reaffirms  the  Department's  strong  commitment 
to  this  concept. 

We  realize  that  more  opportunities  must  be  provided  for  intermodal  transporta- 
tion. Future  intermodal  investments  will  be  shaped  by  new  regulations  for  metro- 
politan and  statewide  transportation  planning  and  management  systems  required 
by  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  that  are 
currently  being  developed.  The  Department  is  working  closely  with  State  DOTs  and 
MPOs  in  developing  these  regulations,  and  is  providing  technical  assistance  for 
their  implementation.  The  emphasis  is  toward  creating  an  environment  which  en- 
courages more  efficient  intermodal  movements  of  people  and  goods. 

To  be  effective,  intermodalism  also  requires  outreach  to  the  State  and  local  Metro- 
politan Planning  Organizations  (MPOs).  The  Department  has  many  technical  assist- 
ance initiatives  underway  and  planned  which  will  help  identify  requirements  and 
provide  specific  information  and  Eissistance  to  meet  State  and  local  needs.  In  out- 
reach discussions  with  transportation  planners,  the  Department  has  emphasized  the 
importance  of  both  people  and  freight  to  a  cohesive  transportation  system,  including 
associated  access  to  ports,  airports,  and  intermodal  connections.  One  of  the  goals  is 
to  encourage  transportation  planners  to  think  about  access  as  a  key  issue  in  obtain- 
ing the  maximum  yield  from  the  transportation  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  real  authority  does  the  Office  of  Intermodalism 
have  in  the  Department? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  authority  of  the  Office  of  Intermodalism  is  statutorily  derived  from  Title  V  of 
ISTEA  and  the  departmental  Administrative  Order  that  establishes  its  responsibil- 
ities. It  is  located  in  the  immediate  Office  of  the  Secretary  with  a  Director  appointed 
by  the  Secretary. 

The  White  House  recently  confirmed  its  importance  by  the  announcement  of  its 
intention  to  nominate  an  Associate  Deputy  Secretary  of  Transportation  for  Intermo- 
dalism, who  will  direct  the  Office.  By  this  designation,  the  Director  is  given  Secre- 
tarial authority  to  advance  a  departmental  intermodal  agenda,  act  as  an  arbiter  on 
intermodal  issues,  and  represent  the  Secretary  in  intermodal  discussions  with  modal 
administrators,  high-level  State  and  local  government  representatives,  and  the 
transportation  industry.  The  independent  status  of  the  Office  also  ensures  that 
intermodal  issues  are  brought  directly  to  the  Secretary,  and  that  timely,  consistent 
departmental  responses  are  formulated. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  is  it  able  to  negotiate  conflicts  between  the  oper- 
ating modes? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Office  accomplishes  its  agenda  primarily  through  the  establishment  of  work- 
ing groups  composed  of  modal  representatives  to  address  and  resolve  specific  inter- 
modal issues  of  emerging  interest. 

Direct  access  to  the  Secretary  ensures  the  continued  success  of  a  dynamic  Office 
that  can  interface  with  transportation  interest  groups,  MPOs,  States,  and  the  modal 
administrations  on  emerging  intermodal  issues.  This  Office  will  continue  to  operate 
as  an  advocate  for  intermodal  interests,  a  catalyst  for  coordinating  and  implement- 
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ing  DOT  intermodal  policy,  and  a  high  level  focal  point  where  intermodal  perspec- 
tives come  together. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  specific  examples  can  you  point  to  that  demon- 
strate it  has  been  effective? 
[The  information  follows:] 

To  comply  with  ISTEA's  requirement  that  an  integrated  national  surface  trans- 
portation R&D  plan  be  submitted  to  Congress  annually,  the  Office  initiated  the  de- 
velopment of  an  intermodal  research  program  for  incorporation.  It  also  developed 
an  inventory  of  existing  DOT  intermodal  data  bases  and  is  developing  associated 
data  requirements  as  a  first  step  in  the  development  of  a  departmental  intermodal 
data  base  as  required  by  ISTEA. 

The  Office  of  Intermodalism  also  has  realized  other  significant  accomplishments 
in  areas  of  internal  and  public  outreach,  rulemakings  and  regulatory  analyses,  co- 
ordination with  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  identification  of  ongoing  and  poten- 
tial intermodal  activities  within  the  Department. 

COST  OF  REGULATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  we  have  heard  already  from  a  number 
of  witnesses  concerning  what  are  perceived  as  excessive  regulations 
that  add  unnecessary  financial  burdens  to  industry.  Many  of  our 
transportation  industries  including  airlines,  aircraft  and  automo- 
bile manufacturers,  trucking  and  marine  shipping  are  experiencing 
financial  difficulties.  In  1991,  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  estimated  that  safety  regulations  added  about  $600 
to  the  retail  price  of  a  new  1990  passenger  car. 

Are  you  satisfied  with  the  rigor  with  which  NHTSA  develops 
cost  benefit  analyses  of  safety  regulations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  NHTSA,  and  the  Department  as  a  whole,  have,  for  many  years,  gone  beyond 
statutory  and  executive  order  requirements  and  performed  economic  analyses  of 
almost  all  rulemakings.  Although  the  data  are  not  always  available  for  a  complete 
evaluation  of  costs  and  benefits,  the  Department  makes  every  effort  to  do  the  best 
job  possible.  DOT  also  follows  up  after  final  rules  are  issued  to  determine  whether 
our  original  analyses  were  valid  or  whether  new  data  warrant  a  change. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  ideas  do  you  have  regarding  how  to  improve  the 
regulatory  process  at  NHTSA  and  elsewhere  within  DOT? 
[The  information  follows:] 

I  have  already  discussed  with  the  Acting  General  Counsel  my  concern  that  we 
need  to  be  more  expeditious  in  the  handling  of  rulemakings  in  the  Department.  I 
have  asked  that  office  and  the  Inspector  General  to  give  me  recommendations  on 
how  we  can  move  rulemakings  more  quickly,  and  I  will  be  reviewing  their  recom- 
mendations. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  May  1992,  the  DOT  announced  about  300  regula- 
tory changes  that,  if  fully  implemented,  could  save  consumers  and 
transportation  providers  over  $7  billion  without  hurting  safety  or 
other  statutory  goals. 

What  is  the  status  today  of  action  on  these  identified  regulatory 
changes? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  reported  to  the  President  its  review  of  existing  regulations  in 
April  1992.  The  report  suggested  changes  in  258  legislative  and  administrative  regu- 
latory requirements  that  could  reduce  costs  and  burdens  on  regulated  parties.  As  of 
January  1993,  the  Department  had  completed  action  on  116  of  these  items  and  initi- 
ated action  on  another  63. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  do  you  think  of  the  idea  of  requiring  that  new 
regulations  "sunset"  after  a  specified  period  of  time? 
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[The  information  follows:] 

Requiring  regulations  to  "sunset"  could  have  negative  consequences,  depending 
on  how  the  "sunset"  provision  is  implemented.  If  the  statutory  requirement  expired 
at  the  same  time  as  the  regulation,  Congress  and  the  agencies  would  have  to  revisit 
issues  that  have  already  been  settled.  If  the  statutory  requirement  did  not  expire 
but  the  regulation  did,  then  the  agencies  would  have  to  repropose  a  regulation  to 
satisfy  the  statute.  In  DOT,  many  regulations  address  safety  issues  that  are  not 
transitory  and  would  be  hindered  by  a  sunset  provision.  For  example,  NHTSA  s  pro- 
posed heat  impact  regulation  would  address  a  problem  that  will  not  go  away  in  five 
years.  Mandating  sunset  of  such  a  regulation  would  force  NHTSA  to  revisit  this 
issue  even  though  nothing  has  changed  to  warrant  reexamination.  The  regulatory 
process  would  not  become  less  burdensome,  it  would  become  less  efficient.  Our  cur- 
rent system  of  reviewing  existing  regulations  as  the  need  arises  results  in  the  most 
efficient  regulatory  process. 

PERSONNEL  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Preliminary  budget  justification  materials  reveal  civil- 
ian FTE  positions  at  DOT  dropping  from  70,419  in  fiscal  year  1993 
to  68,654  in  fiscal  year  1994.  This  represents  a  reduction  of  1,765 

FTE. 

Do  your  personnel  reductions  comply  with  President  Clintons 
Executive  Order  calling  for  a  4  percent  FTE  reduction  by  1995, 
within  most  of  the  decrease  to  occur  by  the  end  of  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

DOT  personnel  reductions  for  1994  and  1995  comply  with  the  President's  execu- 
tive order.  Between  1993  and  1994,  two  and  one-half  percent  or  1,765  of  the  reduc- 
tion will  occur.  The  balance  of  the  four  percent  reduction,  or  1,051,  will  occur  in 
1995. 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  any  reductions-in-force  be  needed  to  implement 
your  proposed  personnel  reductions  in  fiscal  years  1993  or  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  at  this  time  anticipate  that  reductions-in-force  will  be  necessary,  but 
rather  we  expect  that  attrition  will  allow  us  to  get  to  the  reduced  level.  However, 
since  the  reductions  apply  government-wide,  many  agencies  will  need  to  put  a  freeze 
on  new  hires.  Under  this  scenario,  experience  tells  us  that  attrition  is  lower  than 
normal  since  there  will  be  fewer  transfers  between  agencies.  Additionally,  if  neces- 
sary to  attain  the  reductions,  we  will  consider  early-out  programs  authorized  by  the 
executive  order. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Federal  Railroad  Administration  appears  to  be 
targeted  for  FTE  increases  in  fiscal  year  1994  while  the  other 
modes  are  slated  for  reductions. 

How  did  you  determine  the  allocation  of  personnel  by  modal  ad- 
ministration? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Because  FAA  accounts  for  over  76  percent  of  DOT's  civilian  FTE,  our  alloration 
was  based  on  the  level  of  FTE  reductions  FAA  could  accommodate  (i.e.,  969  FTE  in 
fiscal  year  1993,  and  another  460  FTE  in  fiscal  year  1994.)  We  then  allocated  the 
balance  generally  on  a  pro  rata  basis,  with  adjustments  to  reflect  actual  and  project- 
ed staffing  levels.  We  made  an  exception  for  FRA  to  add  staff  to  manage  the  new 
High  Speed  Rail  program  and  to  strengthen  Railroad  Safety  oversight. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Executive  Order  on  personnel  cuts  applied  to  ci- 
vilian personnel  only.  Thus,  the  Coast  Guard  was  largely  exempted, 
since  86  percent  of  their  personnel  are  military. 

Does  this  result  in  other  parts  of  DOT,  such  as  the  FAA— which 
also  have  operation  activities  with  safety  missions— having  to  bear 
deeper  personnel  reductions? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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In  implementing  the  executive  order,  0MB  established  a  base  number  from  which 
the  four  percent  reduction  was  taken  which  excluded  military  personnel.  Had  the 
four  percent  reduction  applied  to  all  DOT  personnel,  a  reduction  of  4,383  FTE  would 
have  been  necessary  by  fiscal  year  1995.  Thus,  the  Coast  Guard  military  exemption 
did  not  cause  deeper  personnel  reductions  elsewhere  in  DOT. 

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  budget  document,  "A  Vision  of  Change  for  Amer- 
ica," identified  significant  new  proposed  investments  in  initiatives 
such  as  high  speed  rail/maglev  and  smart  cars/smart  highways. 
These  efforts  are  important  research  and  development  initiatives 
that  will  need  to  be  coordinated  across  modes  within  DOT.  Current- 
ly, the  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration  has  a  re- 
sponsibility to  coordinate  research  and  development  planning  for 
the  Department. 

Do  you  have  any  plans  to  alter  the  way  R&D  is  managed  in  the 
Department? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  currently  conducting  a  review  of  R&D  programs  and  management  within 
the  Department.  I  have  already  met  once  with  the  R&D  managers  of  the  operating 
administrations,  and  I  will  be  personally  involved  as  we  identify  appropriate  R&D 
strategies  and  priorities  in  the  Department.  We  must  also  assure  that  we  have 
mechanisms  for  measuring  payoffs  of  our  research  efforts. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  will  you  ensure  careful  integration  of  projects 
funded  by  different  modes  and  elimination  of  duplicative  efforts? 
[The  information  follows:] 

dot's  R&D  Coordinating  Council  is  a  means  to  accomplish  this  goal.  The  Council 
consists  of  the  Associate  Administrators  for  R&D  of  each  operating  administration. 
As  part  of  the  DOT  budget  review  process,  the  Council  has  reviewed  all  proposed 
projects  to  identify  duplication  or  gaps  in  research  efforts.  The  Council's  nine  work- 
ing groups  promote  joint  planning  on  key  technologies,  such  as  Intelligent  Vehicle/ 
Highway  Systems,  radionavigation,  and  data  systems  with  multimodal  applications. 
The  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration,  in  its  role  as  head  of  the  R&D 
Coordinating  Council,  assists  in  DOT's  internal  budget  review  by  flagging  areas  of 
potential  duplication. 

Mr.  Carr.  With  the  increased  emphasis  on  intermodalism  and 
multimodalism,  are  you  satisfied  with  the  way  in  which  research 
and  development  is  managed  by  the  Department? 

[The  information  follows:] 

I  do  not  think  we  are  doing  all  that  we  can  to  promote  intermodalism  and  multi- 
modalism in  our  R&D  programs,  but  we  are  making  progress.  The  Department  is 
working  on  its  first  Surface  Transportation  R&D  Plan,  as  required  by  the  Intermod- 
al  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991.  The  plan  will  provide  an  integrat- 
ed, cross-modal  perspective  on  transportation  technologies  needed  in  the  next  ten 
years.  An  extension  of  that  type  of  planning  to  involve  more  of  our  operating  ad- 
ministrations will  be  a  priority  for  the  R&D  Coordinating  Council  and  the  new  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Intermodalism. 

GENERAL  AVIATION  FEES 

Mr.  Carr.  General  aviation  pilots  use  a  small  percentage  of  the 
air  space  system,  which  is  designed  and  maintained  primarily  for 
the  airlines.  The  administration  has  proposed  a  registration  fee  on 
general  aviation  aircraft  that  will  eventually  cost  up  to  $300  per 
year.  The  proposal  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  general  avia- 
tion does  not  pay  its  fair  share  of  the  costs  of  maintaining  the 
system.  General  aviation  pilots  currently  pay  15  cents  per  gallon  in 
federal  fuel  taxes,  as  well  as  other  state  fees  and  taxes.  The  fuel 
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they  buy  will  also  be  subject  to  the  President's  new  BTU  tax.  The 
additional  fee  could  have  a  serious  impact  on  an  industry  already 
experiencing  added  costs  from  product  liability  issues  and  high  fuel 
prices.  Given  the  fragile  condition  of  this  industry,  what  is  your  po- 
sition on  the  proposed  registration  fee? 
[The  information  follows:] 

I  support  the  proposed  general  aviation  registration  fee  increases.  Today,  aircraft 
owners  pay  a  one-time  fee  of  $5  to  register  an  aircraft.  This  is  far  below  the  annual 
cost  of  registering  automobiles  across  the  country.  The  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration's (FAA)  budget  in  fiscal  year  1993  is  $9  billion.  General  aviation  will  provide 
only  $131  million  towards  that  budget  even  though  allocation  studies  completed  by 
the  FAA  show  that  general  aviation  aircraft  account  for  26  percent  of  the  use  of  the 
system.  The  proposal  will  only  slightly  increase  the  share  of  costs  paid  by  general 
aviation. 

TRANSPORTATION  RESEARCH  TABLES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  tables  concerning  transportation  re- 
search included  on  pages  60  to  63  of  last  year's  hearing. 
[The  information  follows:] 


/MrNISTRATION  /  APPROPRIATION 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
CONDUCT  OF  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
($  In  Ulllloni) 

OBLIQATIONS 


Fadsril  -  Aid  Hlghariri: 

Highway  PKnnIng  ind  RttMrch 

Applied  R«s*arch  and  Tachnology 

SIratagIc  Highway  Raaaarch  Program 

Highway  Raaaarch,  Dav.  ft  Technology 

Long  -  Tarm  PavamanI  Partormanca 

InlalllganI  Vahlcla/Hlghway  Syalam 

Unhiaralty  Tranaporlatlon  Cantara 

Unlvaralty  Raaaarch  Inatltulaa  (CA) 

Saltmic  Raaaarch 

Fundamantal  Propartlaa  of  Aaphalta 

TImbar  Sridga  Raaaarch 

SIratagIc  Highway  Raaaarch  Prog   Implamanlatlon 

Elaenhowar  Followahip  Program 

Highway  Salaly  Raaaarch  ft  Davalopmanl 

Motor  Carrlar  Safaty 

Unlvaralty  Tranaporlatlon  Cantara 

NATL  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  ADM 
Oparatlona  and  Raaaarch 
Oparatlona  and  Raaaarch  (TF) 

FEDERAL  RAILROAD  ADMINISTRATION 
Railroad  Raaaarch  t  Davalopmant 
High  Spaad  Ground  Tranaporlatlon  Dav 
ruat  Fund  Shara  ol  High  Spaad  Ground  Trana  Dav 

FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 
Raaaarch,  Training  and  Human  Raaourcaa 
Tranalt  Planning  and  Research 
Unlvaralty  Tranaportatlon  Centers 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
Raaaarch.  Engineering  and  Development 
Operallona 
MIcaellaneoua  Expired  accounta 

U.S.  COAST  GUARD 

Raaaarch.  Development.  Teat  and  Evaluation 

Truat  Fund  Share 


124  1 

3346 

263  6 

72  7 

131  3 

208  1 

43  5 

1187 

82  2 

16  5 

47  6 

725 

13  4 

62  6 

410 

0  0 

17  9 

323 

4  8 

15 

0  0 

33  6 

10  6 

8  2 

20.0 

58  2 

427 

165 

20  6 

33  9 

•  8 

6.2 

10  0 

0.8 

4  8 

6  7 

15.1 

62  1 

65  1 

52 

17  4 

36.7 

2  6 

32 

3  2 

0.0 

1.7 

2.4 

9.S 

55 

5.5 

0  0 

3  3 

45 

20 

2  0 

2  0 

0  0 

12 

16 

l.S 

4  5 

3  0 

0  0 

15 

2  5 

1.0 

10 

10 

0.0 

0  6 

0.6 

4  0 

60 

6  0 

0.0 

2  8 

4.3 

10 

3  0 

20 

0.0 

1.0 

17 

-0  0 

0  0 

0  0 

4  2 

2  1 

16 

3,5 

0  1 

0  0 

2  5 

13 

1  4 

2  7 

0  0 

0  0 

1  9 

2  3 

17 

25  8 

31  6 

27  0 

24S 

255 

24.3 

2ve 

27  3 

22  6 

207 

21  2 

20  2 

4  0 

4  3 

4  3 

3  8 

4  3 

4  1 

22.7 

362 

61   1 

20  6 

32  0 

31.9 

227 

31  2 

16  9 

20  6 

30  0 

20  1 

0  0 

0  0 

10  2 

0  0 

0  0 

-21  2  1/ 

0  0 

5  0 

34  0 

0  0 

2  0 

330 

17 

30  0 

30  0 

1  5 

6  7 

38  1 

17 

0  0 

0  0 

1  5 

1  5 

2.2 

0  0 

24  0 

24  0 

0  0 

5  9 

32.7 

0  0 

6  0 

6  0 

0  0 

1.2 

3.1 

23S2 

270  2 

272  1 

234.S 

2662 

2804 

212  1 

246  3 

250  0 

2144 

242  1 

256.2 

24  1 

23  4 

22  1 

20.5 

222 

242 

0  0 

05 

0  0 

0.0 

1.9 

00 

20.1 

27  4 

24  6 

224 

34.3 

31  1 

20  1 

21  8 

20  1 

22.4 

26.7 

26.7 

0  0 

5  6 

45 

0.0 

5.6 

4.S 

MARITIME  ADMINISTRATION  -  Operations  «  Training 

RESEARCH  AND  SPEC  PROGRAMS  AOMIN 
Research  and  Special  Programa 
Pipeline  Salety 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
Trans,  Planning.  Raaaarch  and  Dev 
Operations  and  Reaairch  -  OCST 

TOTAL  DOT 


1.7 


25 

2  4 

3  1 

2.3 

2.4 

2.8 

17 

1  7 

2  1 

1.7 

1.7 

1.9 

0  9 

0  7 

1  0 

0.6 

0.7 

0.9 

4  1 

53 

4  6 

S.O 

2.9 

4.5 

2  7 

4  0 

3.0 

3.7 

1.6 

3.0 

15 

1  3 

IS 

1.4 

13 

IS 

1/  Raflecta  the  oflaatting  collection  Irom  the  Trust  Fund  Share  ol  High  Speed  Ground  account 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  FACILITIES 

($  In  Millions) 


ADMINISTRATION  /  APPROPRIATION 


OBLIGATIONS 

ias2  isga  1994 


OUTLAYS 
1992  1993 


FEDERAL  HIOHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
Fcdaral  -  Aid  Hlghwiyt: 
Howard  Traniporutlon  Information  Center 
Univerany  Research  Instltutea  (CA) 
National  Ctr  for  Advanced  Trant  Technology 
Building  Renovation 

FEDERAL  RAILROAD  ADMINISTRATION 
Railroad  Research  and  Development 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
FicUltlei  and  Equipment 

US   COAST  GUARD 
Research.  Development.  Test 
and  Evaluation 

TOTAL  DOT 


08 

104 

42 

0.0 

24 

44 

00 

22 

00 

0.0 

05 

07 

07 

08 

08 

0.0 

04 

OS 

00 

55 

2-5 

00 

11 

23 

0.0 

1.9 

1.0 

0.0 

04 

08 

04 

04 

04 

04 

04 

04 

25  3 

409 

34  9 

17  1 

25.1 

31  0 
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DOT  EMPLOYMENT  AND  POSITIONS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  concerning  authorized  posi- 
tions and  employment  for  the  Department  which  appeared  on 
pages  65  and  66  of  last  year's  hearing. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


AUTHORIZED  POSITIONS  AND  EMPLOYMENT 


ADMINISTRATION/APPROPRIATION 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
Limitation  on  Gen.  Oper.  Expense 
Federal -Aid  Highways 
Miscellaneous  Trust  Funds 

NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC 

SAFETY  ADMINISTRATION 
Operations  and  Research 


AUTHORIZED 

AUTHORIZED 

POSITIONS 

1/31/93 

POSITIONS 

FY  1993 

EMPLOYMENT 

FY  1994 

3.825 

3.721 

3.825 

3.372 

3.284 

3.372 

438 

437 

438 

15 

0 

15 

668 


652 


667 


FEDERAL  RAILROAD  ADMINISTRATION 
Office  of  the  Administrator 
Railroad  Safety 

Railroad  Research  &  Development 
High  Speed  Ground  Trans.  Dev. 


755 

680 

804 

195 

172 

195 

537 

488 

566 

23 

20 

23 



— 

20 

FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 
Administrative  Expenses 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Operations 

Facilities  and  Equipment 

Research.  Eng.  &  Development 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

U  S  COAST  GUARD 

Operating  Expenses 

Acquisition.  Const.,  &  Improvements 

Reserve  Training 

Research.  Development,  Test,  &  Eval. 

CG  Yard  Fund 

Environmental  Comp.  &  Restoration 

Subtotal  -  Civilian 
Military 

MARITIME  ADMINISTRATION 
Operations  and  Training 


487 


1.121 


463 


1.062 


480 


55.953 

52.067 

54.467 

52.741 

49,260 

51.255 

2.559 

2,155 

2.559 

651 

650 

651 

2 

2 

2 

45.836 

45.544 

45,250 

5,191 

4.830 

5.094 

303 

275 

303 

106 

104 

106 

96 

83 

93 

654 

654 

654 

62 

50 

62 

6.412 

5.996 

6,312 

39.424 

39.548 

38,938 

1.121 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


AUTHORIZED  POSITIONS  AND  EMPLOYMENT 


ADMINISTRATION/ APPROPRIATION 

ST  UWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOPMENT 

CORPORATION 
St  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corp. 


AUTHORIZED  AUTHORIZED 

POSITIONS     1/31/93    POSITIONS 

FY  1993    EMPLOYMENT    FY  1994 


177 


167 


174 


OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 
Salaries  and  Expenses 


497 


495 


489 


RESEARCH  AND  SPECIAL  PROGRAMS 

ADMINISTRATION 
Research  and  Special  Programs 
Pipeline  Safety 
Transportation  Systems  Center 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
Salaries  and  Expenses 
Transportation  Planning,  Res.  &  Dev. 
Office  of  Commercial  Space  Trans. 

-Operations  and  Research 
Working  Capital  Fund 


802 

749 

803 

215 

194 

216 

72 

60 

72 

515 

495 

515 

1.102 

993 

1.087 

726 

623 

710 

18 

24 

18 

24 

22 

27 

334 

324 

332 

BUREAU  OF  TRANSPORTATION  STATISTICS 


12 


12 


TOTAL  CIVILIAN 
TOTAL  MILITARY 


71,811 
39,424 


67,045 
39,548 


70,241 
38,938 


GRAND  TOTAL 


111,235 


106,593 


109,179 
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CHANGES  IN  CONGRESSIONALLY  APPROVED  POSITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide,  by  appropriation,  the  changes,  if  any, 
in  fiscal  year  1993  positions  from  the  congressionally  approved 
level  for  fiscal  year  1993,  including  an  explanation  for  each  change. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Changes  in  authorized  positions  from  the  Conqressionally  approved  level  in  fiscal 
year  1993  reflect  reductions  to  comply  with  Executive  Order  12839,  "Reduction  of 
100,000  Federal  Positions".  The  following  table  lists  those  positions  by  appropriation: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FY  1993  AUTHORIZED  POSITIONS 

(Excludes  reimbursements  and  allocations) 


ADMINISTRATION/APPROPRIATION: 

FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
Limitation  on  GOE 
Federal -Aid  Highways 

Subtotal,  FHWA 

NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  ADMINISTRATION 
Operations  and  Research  (General) 


AUTHORIZED    REVISED 
POSITIONS   AUTH.  POS. 


3,372 
245 


3,617 


668 


3,372 
245 


3,617 


668 


FEDERAL  RAILROAD  ADMINISTRATION 
Office  of  the  Administrator 
Railroad  Safety 

Railroad  Research  &  Development 
High  Speed  Ground  Trans. Dev. 

Subtotal,  FRA 

FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 
Administrative  Expenses 


195 

195 

537 

537 

23 

23 

— 

— 

755 

===========         == 

755 

492 


487 


FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
Operations 

Facilities  and  Equipment 
Research,  Eng.  &  Development 
Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

Subtotal ,  FAA 


U  S  COAST  GUARD 

Operating  Expenses 

Civilian 

Military 
Acquisition.  Const. 

Civilian 

Military 
Reserve  Training 

Civilian 

Military 


S  Improvements 


52,251 

52,251 

2,504 

2,504 

645 

645 

2 

2 

55,402 

===========         = 

55,402 

========== 

5,233 

5,169 

38,286 

38,286 

303 

303 

347 

347 

106 

106 

570 

570 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FY  1993  AUTHORIZED  POSITIONS 

(Excludes  reimbursements  and  allcxiations) 


U  S  COAST  GUARD  (cont. ) 

Research,  Development,  Test,  &  Eval. 

Civilian 

Military 
CG  Yard  Fund 

Civilian 

Military 
Environmental  Comp.  &  Restoration 

Civilian 

Military 

Subtotal,  USCG  civilian 
Subtotal,  USCG  military 


96 

96 

59 

59 

654 

654 

24 

24 

62 

62 

11 

11 

6,454 

6 

390 

39,297 

===========         = 

39 

297 

ST  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION 


179 


177 


OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL: 
Salaries  and  Expenses 


502 


497 


RESEARCH  AND  SPECIAL  PROGRAMS  ADMINISTRATION 
Research  and  Special  Programs 
Pipeline  Safety 
Transportation  Systems  Center 

Subtotal,  RSPA 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
Salaries  and  Expenses 
Transportation  Planning,  Res.  &  Dev. 
Office  of  Commercial  Space  Trans. 

-Operations  and  Research 
Working  Capital  Fund 

Subtotal,  OST 

Total,  DOT 

Civilian 
Military 


215 

215 

72 

72 

515 

515 

802 

802 

673 

666 

18 

18 

24 

24 

334 

334 

1,049 

1 

,042 

109,217 

109 

134 

69,920 

69 

837 

39,297 

39 

297 

1  /  Excludes  reimbursements  and  allocations 
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DOT  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  employment 
changes  for  the  Department  similar  to  the  one  contained  on  pages 
71  and  72  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENT  EMPLOYMENT 


ADMINISTRATION/APPROPRIATION 

Federal  Highway  Adninistration 

Motor  Carrier  Safety 

Limitation  on  Gen.  Oper.  Expenses 

Federal-Aid  Highways 

Allocations/Reimbursements 
Miscellaneous  Trust  Funds 


FY  1992 

FY 

1993 

FY 

1994 

ACTUAL 

ENACTED 

REQUEST 

3,942 

3,971 

3.909 

645 

1/ 

1/ 

2.757 

3,453 

3,399 

286 

280 

270 

254 

224 

226 

0 

14 

14 

Nat' I  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adnin. 

Operations  and  Research 

Federal  Rai  Iroad  Ackninistration 

Office  of  the  Adninistrator 
Railroad  Safety 

Railroad  Research  &  Development 
High  Speed  Ground  Trans.  Dev. 

Federal  Transit  A<4nimistration 

Adninistrative  Expenses 
Reimbursements 


727 

691 

6«3 

679 

726 

761 

181 

187 

184 

481 

518 

542 

17 

21 

20 

... 

... 

15 

470 
470 


492 


172 
320 


484 


261 
223 


Federal  Aviation  Adninistration 

Operat  i  ons 

Reimbursements 
Facilities  and  Equipment 

Reimbursements 
Research,  Eng.  &  Development 

Reimbursements 
Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

United  States  Coast  Guard 

Operating  Expenses 

Reimbursements 
Acquisition.  Const.,  &  Improvements 
Reserve  Training 

Research,  Development,  Test,  &  Eva  I. 
CG  Yard  Fund 
Environmental  Comp.  &  Restoration 


53,513 


53,243 


52,783 


50,587 

49 

,753 

49 

,319 

364 

516 

390 

1,733 

2 

,200 

2 

,300 

51 

55 

55 

773 

711 

711 

3 

6 

6 

2 

2 

2 

6,310 

6 

,384 

6 

.284 

5.090 

5 

,204 

5 

.101        i 

19 

20 

20 

267 

279 

279 

100 

100 

100 

78 

93 

90       I 

734 

632 

632 

22 

56 

62 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FULL-TINE  ECXJIVALENT  EMPLOYMENT 


ADM I N I STRAT I ON/APPROPR I AT  I ON 

St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Developaent  Corp. 

SLSOC  Fund 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

Research  &  Special  Program  Actaiin. 

Research  and  Special  Programs 
Pipeline  Safety 
Transportation  Systems  Center 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

Reimbursements 
Transportation  Planning,  Res.  &  Dev. 
Operations  &  Research,  OCST 
Working  Capital  Fund 

Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics 
Total,  under  Transportation  Coanittee 


FY  1992 
ACTUAL 


172 


1,086 


FY  1993 
ENACTED 


177 


1,115 


12 


68,246      68,171 


FY  1994 
REQUEST 


174 


486 

497 

489 

861 

863 

857 

207 

218 

214 

57 

69 

67 

597 

576 

576 

1,103 


649 

646 

650 

41 

73 

65 

28 

22 

22 

25 

23 

26 

343 

351 

340 

12 


67,539 


Plus  Maritime  Adninistration  1,100       1,134       1,115 

Total,  Department  of  Transportation  69,346      69,305      68,654 

1/  Included  under  Limitation  on  GOE  in  1993  and  1994. 
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AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROLLER  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  for  the  record,  starting  with  June  30, 
1991,  the  table  on  air  traffic  controller  employment  contained  on 
page  74  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  chart  below  provides  the  monthly  controller  workforce  employment  for  the 
period  June  30,  1991,  through  February  28,  1993.  These  data  are  consistent  with  the 
monthly  controller  workforce  reports  to  Congress. 


FPL 


Other 
Operation- 
al' 


First  Line 
Supervi- 
sors 


Total 
Operation- 
al 


Develop-         Total 
mental       Controller 
Pipeline      Workforce 


June  30,  1991 10,938  2,874 

July  31,  1991 11,025  2,869 

August  31,  1991 11,093  2,875 

September  30,  1991 11,132  2,900 

October  31,  1991 11,139  2,922 

November  30,  1991 11,178  2,941 

December  31,  1991 11,230  2,917 

January  31,  1992 11,266  2,921 

February  28,  1992 11,330  2,902 

March  31,  1992 11,439  2,889 

April  30,  1992 11,488  2,869 

May  31,  1992 11,543  2,842 

June  30,  1992 11,672  2,744 

July  31,  1992 11,810  2,637 

August  31,  1992 11,921  2,565 

September  30,  1992 11,994  2,543 

October  31,  1992 12,013  2,566 

November  30,  1992 11,989  2,647 

December  31,  1992 12,024  2,654 

January  31,  1993 12,038  2,684 

February  28,  1993 12,092  2,677 

'  Includes  FPL  grade  level  controllers  not  yet  certified  on  all  positions  in  Iheir  current  facilities. 


2,317 

16,129 

1,365 

17,494 

2,314 

16,208 

1,366 

17,574 

2,298 

16,266 

1,363 

17.629 

2,309 

16,341 

1,380 

17,721 

2,322 

16,383 

1,386 

17,769 

2,318 

16,437 

1,394 

17,831 

2,345 

16,492 

1,400 

17,892 

2,327 

16,514 

1,444 

17,958 

2,346 

16,578 

1,432 

18,010 

2,352 

16,680 

1,402 

18,082 

2,356 

16,713 

1,427 

18,140 

2,377 

16,762 

1,392 

18.154 

2,384 

16,800 

1,326 

18,126 

2,377 

16,824 

1,251 

18,075 

2,368 

16,854 

1,176 

18,030 

2,374 

16,911 

1,071 

17,982 

2,375 

16,954 

1,016 

17,970 

2,366 

17,002 

979 

17,981 

2,373 

17,051 

889 

17,940 

2,369 

17,091 

802 

17,893 

2,360 

17,129 

729 

17,858 

LEGISLATIVE  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  summary  of  all  fiscal  year  1994  DOT 
appropriation  requests  requiring  legislative  authorization. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
PROGRAMS  UNDER  THE  JURISDICTION  OF  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 
AUTHORIZING  LEGISLATION  REQUIRED  FY  1994 
($  in  thousatxls} 

Page  1  of  1 


Admi  ni  st  rat  i  on/Appropr  i  at  i  on 


199A  Amount  Requiring 
Authorizing  Legislation 


FEDERAL  HIGHUAY  ADMINISTRATION 

Federal -Aid  Highways 
Public  Lands  Highways 


$36,000 


FEDERAL  RAILROAD  ADMINISTRATION 


Nigh  Speed  Ground  Transportation 


$140,000 


FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 


Interstate  Transfer  Grants 


$45,000 


U.  S.  COAST  GUARD 

Operating  Expenses 

Acquisition,  Construction,  and  Inprovetnents 

Environmental  Co«npliance  and  Restoration 

Alteration  of  Bridges 

Retired  Pay 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation 


$2,609,747 

$414,000 

$23,057 

$12,940 

$548,774 

$25,000 


FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


Airport  Inprovement  Program  (Contract  Authority) 


$1,879,000 


RESEARCH  AND  SPECIAL  PROGRAMS  ADMINISTRATION 

Research  &  Special  Programs 
Hazardous  Materials  Safety 


$12,771 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 


Comnercial  Space  Transportation 


$5,190 
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RESCISSIONS  AND  DEFERRALS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  list  of  all  pending  rescissions  and  de- 
ferrals. 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  no  deferrals  or  rescissions  currently  pending  for  the  Department. 

LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSALS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  brief  summary  of  any  new  legislative 
proposals  that  may  have  an  impact  on  your  fiscal  year  1994  budget. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  legislative  proposals  impact  the  FY  1994  budget: 

Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982 — Legislation  would  renew  authority 
under  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended,  to  fund  the 
airport  grant  program  through  fiscal  year  1994. 

Federal-Aid  Highways  Federal  Lands  Program — Legislation  would  authorize  in- 
creased contract  authority  and  obligation  limitation  for  the  Federal  lands  programs 
in  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  for  fiscal  years  1994  through  1998,  as  part  of 
the  President's  investment  proposals  to  rebuild  America. 

Coast  Guard  Reauthorization — Legislation  would  reauthorize  Coast  Guard  pro- 
grams through  fiscal  year  1994,  permitting  Coast  Guard  to  fulfill  its  operational 
missions,  provide  for  environmental  compliance  and  restoration,  and  maintain  nec- 
essary levels  of  military  strength  and  training. 

Hazardous  Materials  Transportation  Act — Legislation  would  reauthorize  the  haz- 
ardous materials  program  through  fiscal  year  1995. 

High  Speed  Ground  Transportation — Legislation  would  authorize  a  proposed  new 
program  to  support  high  speed  ground  transportation,  including  improvements  to 
existing  rail  passenger  service  to  increase  speed  and  shorten  trip  times,  support  for 
development  of  high  speed  services  on  new  infrastructure,  technology  development 
for  high  speed  steel-wheel-on-steel-rail  technology  and  maglev,  and  research  and  de- 
velopment. The  legislation  would  amend  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Ef- 
ficiency Act  to  change  some  of  the  specific  provisions  of  the  maglev  prototype  pro- 
gram and  make  the  authorizations  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  available  for  high 
speed  rail  as  well  as  maglev. 

Extension  of  Deficit  Reduction  Rate  on  Motor  Fuels — Legislation  would  extend 
the  2.5-cent  deficit  reduction  tax  on  motor  fuels  through  September  30,  1999.  Reve- 
nue attributable  to  the  deficit  reduction  tax  paid  by  highway  users  would  be  cred- 
ited to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  after  September  30,  1995,  to  be  allocated  based  on  2 
cents  to  the  Highway  Account  and  half  a  cent  to  the  Mass  Transit  Account.  The 
deficit  reduction  tax  paid  by  railroads  and  users  of  motor  boat  fuel  would  continue 
to  be  credited  to  the  general  fund  for  deficit  reduction. 

General  Aviation  User  Fee  Increases — Legislation  would  authorize  higher  fees  for 
registration  of  general  aviation  aircraft  and  credit  the  increased  fees  to  the  Airport 
and  Airway  Trust  Fund.  The  higher  fees  will  ensure  that  general  aviation  pays  a 
greater  share  of  the  costs  it  imposes  on  the  national  aviation  system. 

Also  under  discussion  is  legislation  to  stabilize  the  maritime  industry. 

SPEND-OUT  RATES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  spend-out  rates  for  each 
appropriation  in  the  last  five  appropriations  bills,  excluding  supple- 
mentals. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  tables  listed  below  provide  a  listing  of  spendout  rates  for  each  appropriation 
in  the  last  five  appropriation  bills.  Since  it  is  not  possible  to  distinguish  outlays  re- 
sulting from  regular  appropriations  from  outlays  resulting  from  supplementals  or 
transferred  amounts,  supplementals  and  transfers  (in)  of  budget  authority  and  unob- 
ligated balances  are  included. 

Actual  outlay  spendouts  are  provided  for  all  annual  and  multi-year  accounts  and 
are  identifiable  in  the  year(s)  for  which  the  budget  authority  is  available  and  for 
three  years  after  the  availability  expires.  Thereafter,  the  outlays  are  identified  as 
"prior  year"  and  are  not  identifiable  by  year. 
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For  most  no-year  accounts,  there  is  no  way  to  identify  the  actual  outlay  spendout 
by  year,  i.e.  the  outlays  in  any  given  year  could  result  from  appropriations  in  the 
current  year  or  any  previous  year.  For  these  accounts,  the  actual  outlays  have  been 
prorated  by  year,  using  the  most  recent  outlay  spending  factors. 
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TRUST  FUND  STATUS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  projected  1992  through  1998  obliga- 
tions, outlays,  taxes,  income,  cash  balances,  commitments,  and  sur- 
pluses or  over-commitments  for  the  highway  and  transit  accounts 
of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  and  for  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust 
Fund. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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HIGHWAY  ACCOUNT  of  the  HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND 
($  in  Billions) 
1992      1993      1994      1995      1996 


1997       1998 


17.9 

21.4 

21.3 

21.4 

21.4 

21.5 

22.0 

16.1 

18.3 

18.4 

18.5 

18.5 

18.6 

19.0 

18.3 

21.3 

21.0 

21.2 

21.4 

21.5 

22.0 

15.5 

18.0 

20.3 

20.2 

20.5 

20.9 

21.1 

15.7 

15.8 

16.3 

16.5 

19.4 

19.8 

20.1 

16.6 

16.7 

16.9 

16.9 

19.6 

20.0 

20.2 

11.3 

10.0 

6.6 

3.3 

2.4 

1.5 

0.6 

34.6 

37.9 

39.0 

40.2 

41.1 

41.7 

42.6 

Budget  Authority 

Obi.  Limit.,  Fed-Aid  Hwys 

Obligations 

Outlays 

Revenue  (Taxes)    * 

Income  (Taxes  +  Interest) 

Cash  Balances,  End  of  Year  (A) 
Commitments,  End  of  Year     (B) 

OVERCOMMITMENT     (A)  -  (B)        23.3       28.0       32.4       36.9       38.6       40.2       42.0 

TRANSIT  ACCOUNT  of  the  HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND 
($  in  Billions) 
1992      1993      1994      1995      1996       1997       1998 


Budget  Authority 

1.9 

2.9 

3.0 

2.9 

2.8 

4.8 

4.9 

Obligations 

1.5 

2.9 

3.0 

3.2 

3.1 

4.0 

3.9 

Obligation  Limitations 

1.9 

2.9 

3.0 

2.9 

2.8 

3.8 

3.9 

Outlays 

1.3 

2.4 

2.7 

2.7 

2.7 

3.7 

3.8 

Revenue  (Taxes)    * 

1.1 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.7 

2.8 

2.8 

Income  (Taxes  +  Interest) 

1.8 

2.7 

2.6 

2.6 

3.3 

3.4 

3.4 

Cash  Balances,  End  of  Year 

(C) 

9.8 

10.0 

10.0 

9.9 

10.4 

10.1 

9.7 

Commitments,  End  of  Year 

(D) 

5.1 

5.5 

5.8 

6.0 

6.0 

7.1 

8.3 

SURPLUS                     (C)  - 

(D) 

4.7 

4.5 

4.2 

3.9 

4.4 

3.0 

1.4 

AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND 
($  in  Billions) 


1992      1993      1994       1995      1996      1997       1998 


FAA  Budget  (Program  Level) 
AATF  Share  of  FAA  Budget 
AATF  Share  of  FAA  Budget 
Obligations  (AATF) 

Outlays  (AATF) 
Revenue  (Taxes) 
Income  (Taxes  +  Interest) 

Cash  Balances,  End  of  Year  (E) 
Commitments,  End  of  Year    (F) 


8.9 

9.2 

9.2 

9.5 

9.8 

10.1 

10.3 

6.6 

6.9 

6.9 

7.2 

7.4 

7.5 

7.8 

75% 

75% 

75% 

75% 

75% 

75% 

75% 

6.4 

7.2 

7.2 

6.5 

7.0 

7.4 

7.7 

6.0 

6.6 

6.6 

6.9 

7.1 

7.4 

7.6 

4.6 

3.4 

5.7 

6.2 

6.7 

7.2 

7.7 

5.9 

4.5 

6.6 

7.0 

7.4 

8.0 

8.5 

15.2 

13.1 

13.0 

13.1 

13.4 

14.0 

14.9 

8.3 

8.7 

9.0 

9.4 

9.7 

10.0 

10.2 

SURPLUS 


(E)  -  (F) 


6.9 


4.4 


4.0 


3.7 


3.7 


4.0 


4.7 


*  The  1 994  proposes  to  shift  2'/2  0  fuel  tax  from  the  General  Fund 
to  the  HTF  in  1996:  2CtoHA;  '/2CtoTA 
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REPROGRAMMING  GUIDEUNES 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  DOT's  current  reprogram- 
ming  guidelines,  including  any  transmittal  correspondence  and  ap- 
pendices. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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O  Memorandum 


U^  DvportfTwnt  of 
Tronsportatioo 

Offce  of  the  Secretary 
of  Tnyuporlation 


subteci  INFORMATION;      Reprogramining  Guidelines      D»'«      APR    I  3  1992 


^^^  Reply  to 

From     Kate  L.  Moore  y^  '  I  '         *""  °' 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Budget  and  Programs 

To     Heads  of  Operating  Administrations 
Inspector  General 
Secretarial  Officers 


After  consultation  with  each  of  your  offices,  we  are  now 
issuing  reprogramming  guidelines.   I  appreciate  the  thoughtful 
review  and  comment  each  operating  administration  has  provided 
in  the  process  of  developing  these  guidelines. 

Reprogramming  guidelines  are  an  internal  management  tool  with 
which  we  all  can  benefit — in  tracking  budget  execution  and 
developing  the  base  for  budget  formulation.   Moreover, 
guidelines  provide  a  common  basis  for  what  constitutes  a 
reprogramming.   As  such,  they  can  help  clarify  budget 
execution  issues,  both  internally  and  with  OHB  and  Congress. 

The  reprogramming  guidelines  are  effective  immediately.   The 
baseline  data  is  due  to  the  OST  Budget  Office  (B-20)  by  May  1. 
The  first  quarterly  report  is  due  June  30. 

I  ask  for  your  personal  support  as  well  as  the  support  and 
cooperation  of  each  Budget  Office  to  ensure  that  the 
reprogramming  guidelines  are  applied  and  followed  across  the 
Department. 

Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the 
implementation  of   these  guidelines. 


Attachment 


jykij^iA)^ 
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Budget  Guidance 

SUBJECT:   REPROGRAMMING  APPROPRIATED  FXnJDS 

1.  PURPOSE.   To  establish  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT) 
policy  governing  communications  with  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  OMB  and  Congress  on  reprogramming  policy  and 
procedures. 

2.  SCOPE.   The  provisions  of  this  order  apply  to  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  (OST) ,  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
(OIG) ,  and  all  of  the  operating  administrations.   In 
addition,  the  Coast  Guard,  Federal  Aviation  Administration, 
and  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration  will 
continue  to  follow  the  detailed  guidelines  published  in 
appropriations  report  language  (FV  1990  Conference  Report, 
FY  1991  Senate  and  Conference  Reports,  and  FY  1992  Senate 
Report,  respectively,  as  updated  in  future  years'  reports). 
The  Maritime  Administration  will  continue  to  follow  the 
guidelines  specified  in  its  annual  appropriations  act  (Title 
VI  —  General  Provisions) .   See  Appendix  A  for  specific 
guidelines. 

3.  POLICY.   It  is  the  policy  of  DOT  that  the  OST  and  the 
operating  administrations  shall  notify  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Budget  and  Programs  of  all  reprogramming 
proposals  as  defined  in  the  following  sections.   Only 
reprogrammings  which  meet  thresholds  described  in  Section  5 
shall  be  formally  submitted  to  Congress.   Reprogrammings 
submitted  to  Congress  must  be  reported  sufficiently  in 
advance  of  implementation. 

4.  DEFINITIONS. 

a.   Reprogramming  involves  moving  funds,  within  an 

appropriation  account,  to  other  programs,  projects,  or 
activities  (PPA) ,  resulting  in  fund  allocations 
different  from  those  specified  at  the  PPA  level  in 
Appropriations  Committee  and  Conference  reports;  for 
example,  a  shift  between  Administrative  Expenses  and 
individual  Contract  Programs  in  FHWA's  General 
Operating  Expenses  account.   It  also  includes:  (a)  any 
significant  change  in  the  scope  of  a  project,  office, 
or  program  (including  tennination)  described  in  the 
agency's  budget  justifications  or  appropriations 
reports,  (b)  personnel  shifts  (including 
reorganizations)  in  cases  where  staffing  details  are 
shown  in  agency  budget  justifications  and 
appropriations  reports,  (c)  payments  to  cover 
assessments  made  through  reimbursable  agreements,  and 
(d)  pro  rata  reductions. 
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b.    Program,  Project  and  Activity  (PPA)  means  any  item  for 
which  a  dollar  amount  is  contained  in  appropriations 
acts,  accompanying  Appropriations  Committee  reports  or 
Conference  reports. 

5 .    GDIDELIME8 . 

a.  Minimum  Thresholds  for  Reporting  to  Congress  are: 

Reprogramming  actions  of  any  size  that  deviate 
from  high  priority  Appropriations  Committee 
interests  and  requirements,  as  reflected  in  bill 
and  report  language. 

Actions  that  involve  funding  shifts  of  more  than 
15  percent  of  new  budget  authority  for  the 
benefitting  or  providing  project  for  PPA)  for  the 
o  year,  or  $1  million,  whichever  is  less.   For 

capital  accounts,  this  would  apply  to  movement 
between  projects.   For  all  other  accounts,  this 
would  apply  to  PPA ' s . 

Reprogramming  actions  that  must  be  reported 
pursuant  to  congressional  reprogramming  guidelines 
as  referenced  in  Appendix  A. 

b.  Justified  purposes  for  reprogramming  include: 

One-time,  non-recurring  needs  that  by  their  nature 
could  not  reasonably  have  been  planned  for  or 
handled  in  the  regular  budget  process. 

-    Required  cost  absorptions  (e.g.,  mandatory  pay 
raise  costs  not  fully  funded,  or  unallocated 
reductions  enacted  by  Congress) . 

c.  Purposes  NOT  justified  for  reprogramming  include: 

Generally,  reprogramming  cannot  be  justified  to 
fund  new  projects  or  activities  not  included  in 
the  President's  Budget  or  appropriations  acts. 
However,  possible  exceptions  might  include  items 
of  high  priority  to  the  Secretary  or  the 
Administrator,  or  responses  to  external  events, 
such  as  implementing  new  statutes  or  other  changes 
in  workload  requirements. 
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-  with  rare  exceptions,  reprogramining  should  not  be 
proposed  simply  to  fund  items  specifically  denied 
by  Congress  in  the  appropriations  process. 

Reprogramming  should  not  be  used  as  a  means  of 
extensive  "fine  tuning"  of  estimates  made  during 
the  budget  formulation  process. 

Offset  Requirements: 

Generally,  the  source  of  funds  to  be  reprogrammed 
(offsets)  should  be  from  projects  or  PPAs  in  which 
permanent  savings  are  expected  (e.g.,  actual 
contracts  below  budgeted  levels,  recoveries,  or 
deobligations) . 

-  If  such  offsets  cannot  be  identified,  other 
sources  may  be  proposed.   Where  savings  are  not 
sufficient  to  cover  the  reprogramming,  funds  from 
other  projects  or  PPAs  may  be  proposed  as  offsets 
as  long  as  they  are  recognized  to  be  of  lower 
priority. 

As  much  as  possible,  offsets  should  not  come  from 
contract  delays  or  from  changes  in  scope  or 
scheduling  of  a  multi-year  project,  unless  the 
funds  are  no  longer  needed. 

Offsets  must  cover  the  total  budget  authority 
increase  involved  in  the  reprogramming. 

Unless  specifically  provided  in  law,  offsets 
cannot  consist  of  reimbursable  funds  or  any  other 
sources  outside  the  account. 


Report  of  Reprogramminos  to  the  OST  Office  of  Budget; 

-    In  addition  to  the  Congressional  notifications 

covered  in  Section  5f,  operating  administrations, 
the  OIG,  and  OST  offices  will  report  quarterly, 
for  information  purposes  only,  to  the  OST  Office 
of  Budget  all  reprogramming  actions,  without 
regard  to  size  or  purpose.   The  report  should 
include  actions  to  accommodate  assessments  and 
other  reimbursable  agreements. 
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Using  the  format  in  Appendix  B,  a  base  funding 
level  will  be  established  for  each  PPA  at  the 
beginning  of  each  fiscal  year,  to  be  submitted  to 
the  OST  Office  of  Budget  within  three  weeks  of  the 
filing  of  the  conference  report  on  the 
appropriations  act.  (Note  that  PPAs  may  change 
'from  year  to  year,  depending  on  Committee 
reports.)   The  base  funding  levels  (column  2) 
should  reflect  enactment  levels.   This  information 
will  be  derived  from  appropriations  acts  and 
Committee  and  Conference  reports. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Budget  and  Programs 
will  approve  the  distribution  of  base  funding  by 
PPA  following  consultation  with  0MB  and  the 
Appropriations  Committees.   Agreement  on  the  PPA 
base  is  important  to  ensure  a  common  understanding 
of  the  base  for  future  reprogramming  action. 
(Note:  reports  are  not  required  for  appropriation 
accounts  which  involve  a  single  PPA,  e.g., 
individual  highway  demonstration  projects.) 

The  PPA  structure,  and  associated  base  funding 
levels,  should  be  entered  into  the  accounting 
system  of  each  operating  administration  at  the 
beginning  of  each  fiscal  year.   In  addition, 
agency  allotment  procedures  should  support  the  PPA 
structure  and  base  funding  levels. 

The  first  report  for  each  fiscal  year  should  also 
show  (in  column  4)  adjustments  needed  for  pay 
raise  or  other  absorption,  such  as  across-the- 
board  reductions. 

Operating  administration,  OST  and  OIG  budget 
offices  are  responsible  for  obtaining  actual 
obligation  data  by  PPA,  on  a  quarterly  basis,  from 
their  accounting  systems.   Based  on  this  data,  and 
other  pertinent  information,  the  budget  offices 
will  update  estimates  of  total  annual  funding 
availability  by  PPA,  to  reflect  reprogrammings. 
If  an  operating  administration  determines  that  its 
accounting  system  is  not  yet  capable  of  supporting 
this  requirement,  alternative  arrangements  can  be 
made  with  the  OST  Office  of  Budget. 
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Any  reprograauttlng  changes  from  previous  base 
levels  will  be  highlighted  in  the  report  format 
shown  in  Appendix  B.   These  reports  will  be 
submitted  to  the  OST  Office  of  Budget,  along  with 
supplementary  narrative  as  needed,  no  later  than 
30  working  days  after  the  end  of  each  quarter 
(supplementary  narrative  should  state  the  need  for 
the  reprogramming  and  explain  the  basis  for  the 
source  of  funds  selected.)   If  no  reprogramming 
actions  occurred  during  the  quarter,  the  OST 
Office  of  Budget  should  be  notified  in  writing, 
but  the  quarterly  report  is  not  required. 

To  the  extent  prior  year  unobligated  balances  are 
used  as  an  offset,  they  should  be  clearly 
identified  and  footnoted  as  such  in  the  Report  to 
OST,  as  well  as  in  those  reprogrammings  requiring 
formal  transmittal  to  Congress. 

Reprogrammings  that  require  Congressional  review 
must  be  reported  in  advance  of  action.   All  other 
reprogrammings  should  be  reported  quarterly  for 
information  purposes  to  OST. 


Procedures  for  Congressional  Notification: 

-  All  proposed  reprogramming  actions  which  require 
Congressional  notification  must  be  described  in  a 
memorandum  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Budget 
and  Programs,  which  should  be  submitted  at  least 
seven  weeks  prior  to  proposed  implementation.   As 
much  as  possible,  these  reprogramming  actions 
should  be  batched  rather  than  presented  seriatim. 
If  funds  must  be  reprogrammed  more  quickly  (e.g. , 
to  respond  to  emergencies) ,  an  expedited  schedule 
should  be  discussed  with  the  OST  Office  of  Budget. 
The  seven  week  schedule  presumes  that 
reprogramming  reports  will  normally  be  cleared  by 
OST  and  0MB  in  3  weeks,  allowing  4  weeks  for 
congressional  review. 

-  Unless  modifications  are  agreed  to  by  the  Director 
of  Budget,  the  package  should  include: 

(1)   a  memo  signed  by  the  Administrator, 
Inspector  General,  or  Secretarial 
Officer. 
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(2)  justification  for  the  actions,  including 
an  assessment  of  the  impact  if  the  funds 
were  not  reprogrammed . 

(3)  proposed  offsets  that  would  cover  the 
full  budget  authority  impact  of  the 
reprogramming,  including  a  brief 
explanation  of:  (i)  the  rationale  for 
the  offsets  proposed,  and  (ii)  the 
impact  of  such  offsets  on  the 
contributing  activity. 

(4)  a  draft  transmittal  letter  for  the 
Secretary's  signature,  to  each  of  the 
appropriate  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
Chairmen  (with  blind  copies  to  ranking 
minority  members) .   This  letter  should 
present  the  proposal  as  a  notification 
of  proposed  action  rather  than  a  request 
for  approval.   Reprogrammings  shall  not 
be  implemented  until  Congress  has 
responded. 

The  OST  Office  of  Budget  will  coordinate  clearance 
of  proposed  reprogrammings  in  OST  and  0MB.   As 
soon  as  possible  during  the  clearance  process,  0MB 
will  be  briefed  on  the  reprogramming  proposal, 
including  both  the  benefitting  and  contributing 
PPAs.   The  OST  Office  of  Budget  will  communicate 
the  comments  resulting  from  the  clearance  process 
in  writing  to  the  operating  administrations,  the 
OIG,  and  Secretarial  Offices  (including  decisions 
on  the  appropriateness  of  the  reprogramming  or  the 
proposed  offsets,  and  other  changes  to  the 
Congressional  notification  package,  as 
appropriate) . 

PROCEDURES  FOR  IMPLEMENTING  REPROGRAMMINGS  TRANSMITTED  TO 
CONGRESS . 

a.    OST  will  notify  budget  officers  of  communications  from 
the  Appropriations  Committees.   Reprogrammings  shall 
not  be  implemented  until  letters  have  been  received 
from  both  House  and  Senate  Transportation 
Subcommittees.   With  regard  to  Marad  programs, 
reprogrammings  shall  not  be  implemented  until  the 
Commerce/ Justice/State  subcommittees  have  responded. 
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In  general,  if  one  House  takes  issue  with  all  or  part 
of  the  proposed  reprogramming,  the  views  of  the 
objecting  House  must  be  addressed.   Those  situations 
will  be  dealt  with  on  a  case-by-case  basis  in 
consultation  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Budget 
and  Programs. 


7.    EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

a.   These  guidelines  are  effective  beginning  with  FY  1992. 


Budget  and  Programs 
April  13,  1992 
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Appendix  A 
Congressional  Reproqraminina  Guidelines 


Coast  Guard  reprogranuning  procedures  are  established  by 
House  Conference  Report  No.  101-315  accompanying  DOT'S 
FY  1990  Appropriations  Bill  (101st  Congress,  1st 
session,  pp.  17-18) ,  as  modified  by  House  Report  No. 
102-156  accompanying  DOT'S  FY  1992  Appropriations  Bill 
(102nd  Congress,  1st  session,  pp.  43-44) . 

FAA  reprogramming  procedures  are  established  by  Senate 
Report  No.  101-398  accompanying  DOT'S  FY  1991 
Appropriations  Bill  (lOlst  Congress,  2nd  session,  pp. 
54-56) ,  as  modified  by  Senate  Report  No.  102-148 
accompanying  DOT'S  FY  1992  Appropriations  Bill  (102nd 
Congress,  1st  session,  p.  54) . 

RSPA  reprogramming  procedures  are  established  by  Senate 
Report  No.  101-148  accompanying  DOT'S  FY  1992 
Appropriations  Bill  (102nd  Congress,  1st  session,  pp. 
155-159) ,  as  confirmed  by  House  Conference  Report  102- 
243,  p.  46,  accompanying  that  bill). 

MARAD  reprogramming  procedures  are  established  annually 
in  the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Justice,  and  State,  the 
Judiciary,  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act, 
Title  VI,  General  Provisions. 


Budget  and  Programs 
April  13,  1992 
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CONGRESSIONALLY  REQUIRED  REPORTS  AND  DIRECTIVES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  the  most  recent  status  report  of  con- 
gressionally  required  reports  and  directives. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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FAA  INSPECTIONS 


Mr.  Coleman.  I  was  very  interested  in  the  March  9,  1993  hear- 
ings this  subcommittee  held  in  which  we  reviewed  the  major  find- 
ings of  the  dot's  Office  of  the  Inspector  General.  I  was  concerned 
about  the  FAA  inspection  program  and  problems  associated  with 
enforcement  personnel. 

Are  we  being  penny  wise  and  pound  foolish  in  saving  on  person- 
nel but  facing  increased  threats  of  safety  problems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  safety  of  the  aviation  system  continues  to  be  a  high  priority  in  the  Depart- 
ment. Although  I  am  not  aware  of  increased  threats  of  safety  problems,  let  me 
assure  the  Committee  that  the  Department  will  take  action  as  necessary  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  the  flying  public. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Some  of  the  significant  findings  of  the  inspection 
program  revealed  that:  over  50  percent  of  inspections  made  by 
FAA  pilots  were  done  by  pilots  who  didn't  have  the  credentials  to 
fly  that  aircraft,  or  who  were  not  current  on  it;  about  23,000  re- 
quired inspections  were  not  conducted,  even  though  there  were 
about  225,000  discretionary  inspections  conducted  in  that  time 
period;  FAA  inspectors  did  not  complete  all  required  inspection 
tasks,  did  not  record  their  time,  and  did  not  describe  the  limita- 
tions of  their  inspections;  and  inspectors  were  not  verifying  airline 
maintenance  records,  and  were  not  always  reporting  deficiencies  or 
following  up  to  ensure  their  correction. 

I  would  be  interested  in  your  comments  about  this  situation. 

[The  information  follows:] 

I  understand  that  FAA  did  not  agree  with  all  of  the  OIG's  findings.  For  example, 
FAA  did  not  agree  that  over  50  percent  of  inspections  made  by  FAA  pilots  were 
done  by  pilots  who  did  not  have  the  credentials  to  fly  that  aircraft.  There  are  two 
different  types  of  inspections  performed  by  FAA  inspectors:  surveillance  and  certifi- 
cation, with  different  qualification  requirements  for  each  type  of  inspection.  The 
OIG  audit  did  not  distinguish  between  the  two  types  of  inspections  and  the  qualifi- 
cations needed  for  those  inspections.  For  surveillance  inspections,  the  inspector  is  an 
observer  and  is  required  only  to  be  type  rated  in  a  specific  type  of  aircraft  (e.g.,  a  B- 
747).  FAA's  current  guidance  requires  that  anyone  who  performs  specific  certifica- 
tion tasks  be  certificated  and  current  in  the  same  type  of  aircraft  in  which  the  certi- 
fication is  being  accomplished,  regardless  of  whether  that  person  is  an  FAA  inspec- 
tor or  an  industry  representative.  However,  there  are  some  exceptions  to  this  gener- 
al rule,  such  as  all  helicopters  under  12,500  pounds  and  desk  certifications.  In  re- 
solving this  audit,  OIG  and  FAA  agreed  that  inspector  qualification  requirements 
need  to  be  clarified.  A  bulletin  for  the  inspector  handbooks  is  expected  to  be  issued 
shortly. 

Regarding  the  OIG  findings  on  required  inspections  not  conducted  vs.  discretion- 
ary inspections,  FAA  informs  me  that  over  50  percent  of  the  inspections  not  con- 
ducted were  agricultural  operators  (e.g.,  crop  dusters).  It  appears  that  FAA  was  di- 
recting their  surveillance  resources  to  areas  posing  the  greatest  risk  to  the  flying 
public.  Also,  FAA's  analysis  of  a  sample  of  the  certificates  cited  by  the  OIG  as  not 
being  inspected  revealed  that  every  certificate  had  either  been  inspected  or  the  in- 
spection had  been  appropriately  terminated.  FAA's  district  offices  are  required  to 
accomplish  at  least  90  percent  of  their  planned  required  inspections.  This  goal  is 
reached  in  most  cases.  In  FY  1992,  FAA  conducted  97  percent  of  the  required  in- 
spections. The  FAA  district  office  manager  is  responsible  for  directing  resources 
where  most  needed  or  for  terminating  a  planned  required  inspection  (e.g.,  a  planned 
inspection  is  canceled  because  the  carrier  ceases  operations  or  surrenders  its  certifi- 
cate). 

Regarding  the  OIG  findings  that  FAA  inspectors  did  not  complete  all  required  in- 
spection tasks,  did  not  record  their  time,  and  did  not  describe  the  limitations  of 
their  inspections,  we  understand  that  FAA's  inspectors  followed  existing  procedures. 
These  procedures,  however,  did  not  require  the  extensive  documentation  of  work  ac- 
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tivity  that  the  OIG  thought  would  have  been  appropriate.  All  safety  and  regulatory 
violations  are  recorded  and  resolved.  However,  minor  potential  discrepancies  which 
are  not,  in  the  judgement  of  the  inspector,  significant  or  related  to  safety  are  not 
documented.  FAA  will  be  issuing  a  reminder  to  all  inspectors  that,  in  the  future,  all 
elements  of  an  inspection  should  be  documented. 

ALTERNATIVE  FUELS 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  am  interested  in  Department  efforts  or  initia- 
tives to  facilitate  research  and  development  in  the  area  of  alterna- 
tive fuels. 

What  efforts  are  ongoing  with  the  Department  of  Energy  in  this 
area? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  of  Transportation  has  been  working  with  the  Department  of 
Energy  (DOE)  for  a  number  of  years  in  alternative  fuels  research  and  development. 
The  Department's  Federal  Transit  Administration  is  leading  the  Alternative  Fuels 
Bus  Demonstration  program,  which  has  the  objective  of  helping  State  and  local 
agencies  in  test  programs,  in  urban  settings,  of  buses  capable  of  operating  on  alco- 
hol or  natural  gas  fuels.  Over  400  alternative  fuel  buses  are  in  the  program, 
throughout  the  U.S.  Several  transit  authorities,  including  those  in  Phoenix,  Denver, 
Los  Angeles,  and  New  York  City,  are  providing  detailed  operating,  maintenance  and 
emissions  data.  Data  generated  from  all  methanol,  ethanol,  CNG  and  LNG  transit 
buses  are  being  transmitted  to  DOE's  Alternative  Fuels  Data  Center  for  use  in  per- 
formance evaluations. 

The  Department  of  Transportation  also  works  in  cooperation  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  to  implement  the  program  of  Federal  government  acquisition  of  al- 
ternative fuel  vehicles.  DOT  plans,  procures  and  collects  data  on  the  operating  data 
on  the  operating  characteristics  of  the  vehicles,  for  performance  evaluation. 

The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy  and  International  Affairs,  the  Re- 
search and  Special  Programs  Administration,  the  Federal  Transit  Administration, 
the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  the  Federal  Highway  Admin- 
istration and  other  elements  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  are  working  in 
cooperation  with  the  Department  of  Energy  to  implement  the  provisions  of  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  (EPACT),  which  include  a  number  of  requirements  for 
research,  development  and  demonstration  programs  related  to  alternative  fuels.  For 
example,  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  has  the  lead  in  additional  alternative 
fuel  bus  demonstrations  called  for  in  EPACT.  Staff  of  the  Volpe  National  Transpor- 
tation Systems  Center  and  other  DOT  elements  are  cooperating  with  DOE  in  devel- 
oping and  implementing  the  six  R&D  programs  on  transportation  technology  called 
for  in  EPACT,  on:  advanced  automotive  fuel  economy;  alternative  fuel  vehicles;  bio- 
fuels;  electric  motor  vehicles;  hydrogen  fuel;  and  diesel  engine  emissions. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Are  grant  monies  available  to  local  transit  agen- 
cies for  the  purpose  of  developing  alternative  fuel  transit  systems? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Capital  and  operating  funds  can  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  vehicles,  fuel  stations 
and  facilities  that  make  use  of  alternative  fuels.  In  light  of  the  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  encourages  local  transit  provid- 
ers to  purchase  clean-burning  vehicles,  such  as  those  using  alternative  fuels.  Feder- 
al transit  grants  cannot  be  used  for  development  or  testing  of  alternative  fuel  tech- 
nology. 

JOINT  USE  OF  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  Coleman.  Another  interagency  issue  in  which  I  am  interest- 
ed concerns  the  Department  of  Defense. 

To  what  extent  would  the  Department  of  Transportation  seek 
agreements  with  DOD  for  joint  use  of  airport  and  defense  air  base       [  i 
runways?  I 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  1990,  the  Military  Airport  program  (MAP)  was  enacted  in  the  Aviation  Safety 
and  Capacity  Act  to  facilitate  the  conversion  of  airport  fields  and  airports  from  mill- 
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tary  to  civil  use.  In  June  1991,  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  was  signed 
between  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  and  DOT,  establising  an  even  closer  working 
relationship  with  DOD.  In  1992  the  program  was  expanded,  adding  additional  fund- 
ing for  more  facilities  and  expanding  the  list  of  eligible  projects.  FAA  is  aggressively 
working  with  DOD  and  local  communities  to  make  use  of  current  or  former  military 
facilities  for  civil  aviation  where  such  need  exists. 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  know  my  own  community  of  El  Paso  has  ap- 
proached officials  at  Fort  Bliss  for  joint  use  of  runways  at  Biggs 
Army  Air  Base. 

Would  your  Department  encourage  such  initiatives? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  supports  joint-use  at  Biggs  Army  Air  Base  if  Army  mission  requirements 
permit.  Joint  use  of  military  airfields  can  be  accomplished  under  a  variety  of  cir- 
ucmstances  ranging  from  virtually  unrestricted  use  by  all  types  of  civilian  aircraft 
to  highly  restricted  use  by  either  selected  types  of  aircraft  and/or  operations.  Thus, 
cooperation  between  the  military  and  civilian  users  is  the  key  factor  surrounding 
each  successful  joint  use  agreement.  FAA  is  committed  to  minimizing  any  potential 
adverse  impact  on  military  operations,  safety,  and  security. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Is  technical  assistance  available  from  your  Depart- 
ment for  such  purposes? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  FAA,  through  its  Airport  Improvement  Program,  provides  funds  for  plan- 
ning grants  (i.e.  master  planning,  industrial  development  planning,  etc.).  In  addi- 
tion, FAA's  Air  Traffic  and  Airway  Facilities  Offices  provide  technical  advice  and 
assistance  through  their  programs. 

Mr.  Coleman.  With  the  proposed  base  closure  lists,  I  know  other 
communities  have  considered  converting  defense  airfields  to  com- 
mercial uses,  but  this  is  a  twist  which  would  have  implications  for 
our  national  defense,  such  as  in  mobilization  activities. 

Would  you  care  to  comment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1944  provides  for  DOD  to  reclaim  aviation  resources 
previously  provided  to  civil  sponsorhip  if  a  national  emergency  requires  such.  Sec- 
tion 1622  (g)  of  that  law  grants  the  United  States  the  right  to  make  exclusive  or 
non-exclusive  use  of  the  airport  for  military  purposes  as  well  as  have  exclusive  or 
non-exclusive  control  of  the  airport  without  charge. 

FORMULA  DISTRIBUTION 

Mr.  Coleman.  To  what  extent  does  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation have  oversight  responsibility  in  formula  distributions  to  the 
States? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  of  Transportation  has  no  discretion  with  respect  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  funds  to  the  States  by  statutory  formulas,  but  it  calculates  the  distribution 
according  to  the  formulas  and  apportions  the  funds.  In  that  sense,  it  has  "over- 
sight." Once  funds  are  apportioned,  the  Department  tracks  each  State's  apportion- 
ment balances  and  monitors  use  of  the  funds  to  ensure  they  are  used  in  compliance 
with  Federal  law.  For  example,  for  most  projects  in  the  highway  area,  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  reviews  and  approves  the  "plans,  specifications,  and  esti- 
mates" and  monitors  billings  to  ensure  that  only  eligible  expenses  are  paid. 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  am  concerned  that  small  and  rural  areas  of 
states  may  not  have  the  same  opportunities  as  large  urban  areas  to 
obtain  Federal  highway  and  transportation  monies. 

Do  you  let  the  states  make  all  the  decisions  in  this  area  or  does 
DOT  review  the  activities  of  States  to  help  ensure  an  equitable  dis- 
tribution? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


Federal-aid  highway  formula  funds  and  highway  safety  formula  funds  are  appor- 
tioned to  states.  Most  transit  formula  funds  and  airport  grant  formula  funds  are  ap- 
portioned to  transit  agencies  and  airports,  respectively,  although  a  portion  of  the 
funds  in  both  programs  are  apportioned  to  the  States. 

With  respect  to  funds  apportioned  to  the  States,  the  Department  only  reviews  dis- 
tribution of  funds  within  States  to  ensure  compliance  with  Federal  law.  For  exam- 
ple, Section  133  of  Title  23,  United  States  Code,  provides  for  apportionment  of  cer- 
tain minimum  amounts  of  a  State's  Surface  Transportation  Program  funds  to  ur- 
banized areas  and  other  areas  of  a  State,  including  areas  of  less  than  5,000  popula- 
tion. Interstate  Construction  funds  are  apportioned  for  specific  projects  to  complete 
the  Interstate  System.  Unless  there  are  such  specific  provisions  in  law,  the  state  has 
discretion  about  apportionment  of  Federal  transportation  funds  among  jurisdictions 
within  the  State. 

HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Secretary,  we  have  already  had  a  hearing  in  this 
subcommittee  on  high  speed  rail.  My  interest  in  this  mode  is  great 
since  the  idea  of  high  speed  rail  is  a  very  real  possibility  in  my 
home  State  of  Texas.  I,  however,  have  a  great  deal  of  concern  re- 
garding how  such  a  monumental  task  will  be  funded.  An  important 
question  came  up  during  the  hearing  and  I  would  like  you  to  clari- 
fy it  now  for  the  committee. 

When  the  President  speaks  of  his  support  for  high  speed  rail,  is 
he  speaking  of  the  very  high  speed  rail  or  the  much  less  expensive, 
simply  high  speed  rail  which  runs  on  conventional  tracks? 

The  reason  for  this  question  is  obvious  since  the  cost  difference 
between  the  two  is  very  significant. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  proposed  high  speed  rail  initiative  would  facilitate  the  exploration  and  devel- 
opment of  both  conventional  (e.g.,  up  to  125  mph  service  on  existing  tracks)  and  new 
systems  (e.g.,  150-300  mph  service  on  new,  dedicated  tracks).  The  initiative  would 
support  state,  local  and  private  initiatives,  and  we  recognize  that  the  transportation 
needs  and  priorities  and  the  financing  capabilities  vary  across  the  nation.  The  ulti- 
mate decision  on  which  system  or  systems  are  developed  in  the  various  regions  of 
the  country  will  depend,  in  large  part,  on  the  special  requirements  in  these  regions 
and  on  the  level  of  State,  local,  and  private  sector  commitment. 

I  should  add  that  we  do  not  view  high  speed  rail — either  conventional  or  very 
high  speed — as  the  ultimate  goal.  Rather,  high  speed  rail  should  be  a  component  of 
an  integrated  intercity  transportation  system. 

AIRLINE  TICKET  DATES 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Secretary,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  is,  in  an  alleged  price-fixing  case,  requiring  air- 
lines to  eliminate  the  first  and  last  ticket  dates.  The  airlines, 
ASTA  travel  agents,  and  the  National  Consumers  Union,  among 
others,  have  protested  this  action. 

Although  I  am  not  an  antitrust  lawyer — thank  goodness — I  fail 
to  understand  how  an  industry  that  has  lost  $10  billion  in  the  past 
3  years  could  be  price-fixing. 

How  can  consumers  and  competition  possibly  be  aided  by  delet- 
ing such  important  information  as  ticket  dates? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  of  Justice  (DOJ)  alleges  that  airlines  used  the  dates  when  a  fare 
was  to  become  effective  or  terminated  to  signal  one  another  on  future  ticket  prices. 
These  dates  were  filed  by  airlines  in  the  electronic  tariff  filing  system.  DOJ's  pro- 
posed remedy  was  to  prohibit  the  airlines  from  disseminating  the  first  and  last 
ticket  dates.  Only  two  major  airlines  have  agreed  to  this  remedy.  DOJ  is  litigating 
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the  case.  Public  comment  on  the  proposed  price-fixing  remedy,  which  would  limit 
the  ability  of  the  airlines  to  provide  advance  notice  of  changes  in  fares,  will  be  con- 
sidered by  the  court  in  the  near  future.  The  Department  of  Transportation  has  been 
following  the  progress  on  the  case  and  has  had  informal  discussions  with  DOJ  staff. 
However,  DOJ  is  responsible  for  enforcing  the  antitrust  laws  by  bringing  suit  in  a 
U.S.  District  Court  when  it  believes  price-fixing  violations  have  occurred. 

FREQUENT  FLYER  TICKETS 

Mr.  DeLay.  Last  session,  this  committee  directed  the  DOT  to 
cease  collecting  PFCs  on  all  frequent  flyer  tickets.  This  instruction 
has  been  blatantly  disregarded. 

Are  you  aware  of  this  problem  and  what  actions  do  you  intend  to 
take? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Section  328  states  that  "[n]one  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  plan- 
ning or  executing  any  rules  or  regulations  to  add  Passenger  Facility  Charges  to  the 
cost  of  travel  benefits  commonly  known  as  'frequent  flyer  award  certificates'  or  any 
other  bonus  program  offered  by  any  airline."  The  Department's  legal  interpretation 
is  that  this  provision  only  applies  to  fiscal  year  1993  and  only  to  applications  ap- 
proved in  the  fiscal  year.  The  President's  Budget  will  propose  to  extend  the  provi- 
sion through  fiscal  year  1994. 

GENERAL  AVIATION  FEES 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Secretary,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  Presi- 
dent is  proposing  to  increase  the  registration  fees  for  general  avia- 
tion from  a  one-time  $5  fee  to  a  nearly  $300  annual  fee  by  1998. 
This  is  a  new  fee  that  would  be  saddled  on  the  back  of  an  industry 
already  beleaguered  by  insurmountable  liability  costs. 

At  a  time  when  everyone,  including  general  aviation,  is  being 
asked  to  make  a  sacrifice  by  paying  the  proposed  increase  in  fuel 
taxes,  how  can  the  Administration  justify  a  6,000  percent  increase 
for  registration  fees? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Today,  aircraft  owners  pay  a  one-time  fee  of  $5  to  register  an  aircraft.  This  is  far 
below  the  annual  cost  of  registering  automobiles  across  the  country,  and  the  value 
of  an  aircraft  is  significantly  greater  than  the  value  of  an  automobile.  In  fiscal  year 
1993,  general  aviation  will  contribute  $131  million  of  the  $9  billion  FAA  budget, 
even  though  they  account  for  26  percent  of  the  use  of  the  system.  The  proposal  to 
increase  the  registration  fee  will  only  slightly  increase  the  share  of  costs  paid  by 
general  aviation. 

POLITICAL  POSITIONS 

Mr.  McDade.  Mr.  Secretary,  you  have  now  been  at  the  helm  of 
the  Department  of  Transportation  for  a  little  over  2  months  with 
no  deputy,  no  assistant  secretaries,  and  no  modal  administrators.  I 
understand  that  Mr.  Downey  has  been  nominated  to  be  your 
deputy. 

Mr.  Secretary,  can  you  give  us  an  idea  as  to  when  we  can  expect 
additional  nominations  to  come  forward? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  President  announced  his  intent  to  nominate  Mortimer  Downey  to  be  Deputy 
Secretary.  We  have  also  announced  the  intent  to  nominate  Steve  Kaplan  as  General 
Counsel,  and  are  announcing  the  FHWA  Administrator,  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Intermodalism,  and  the  Deputy  Administrator  of  FHWA.  There  are  a  number  of 
other  names  that  are  pending  clearance. 
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Mr.  McDade.  What  is  the  authorized  employment  level  in  fiscal 
year  1993  for  political  appointees? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  authorized  employment  level  in  fiscal  year  1993  for  political  and  Presidential 
appointees  is  110. 

Mr.  McDade.  At  this  time,  what  is  your  current  on-board  level 
for  political  appointees? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Twelve  appointees  were  on-board  as  of  March  25,  1993. 

Mr.  McDade.  How  many  of  the  unfilled  positions  do  you  expect 
to  fill? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  plans  for  filling  political  positions  are  still  underway.  As  we  further  develop 
these  plans,  we  will  determine  how  many  of  these  positions  we  need  to  fill. 

Mr.  McDade.  How  many  do  you  expect  to  leave  vacant? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  completion  of  our  staffing  plans  will  determine  whether  any  of  the  political 
appointee  ceiling  can  be  left  vacant. 

Mr.  McDade.  How  do  these  employment  plans  comport  with  the 
Administration's  announcement  to  reduce  Federal  employment  by 
100,000  over  the  next  4  years? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  developing  our  staffing  plans  we  are  taking  into  account  the  overall  reduction 
in  Federal  employment  announced  by  the  President.  However,  there  is  no  specific 
requirement  in  the  President's  reduction  proposal  that  targets  political  appointees. 

STAFFING 

Mr.  McDade.  In  a  USA  Today  article,  Secretary  Pena,  you  were 
quoted  as  saying  that  "we  have  more  people  than  we  need." 

In  light  of  that  statement,  what  are  your  overall  needs  for  staff- 
ing? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  budget  request  includes  68,654  civilian  FTEs  for  fiscal  year  1994 — a  reduction 
of  1,765  FTEs  compared  to  the  fiscal  year  1993  enacted  level.  The  reduction  of  1,765 
FTEs  is  consistent  with  the  target  for  fiscal  year  1994  set  in  the  President's  execu- 
tive order  on  employment. 

Once  the  modal  Administrators  are  on-board,  I  will  ask  them  to  take  a  hard  look 
at  the  minimum  staffing  needed  to  do  our  work,  and  to  explore  whether  there  are 
different  ways  of  doing  business  to  help  us  streamline,  while  at  the  same  time  en- 
suring the  quality  of  our  operations. 

Mr.  McDade.  What  is  the  acceptable  level  of  staffing  for  the  De- 
partment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Overall,  our  staffing  level  will  comply  with  the  President's  executive  order.  How- 
ever, we  will  review  the  staffing  requirements  of  each  element  of  the  Department  as 
we  proceed. 

TRUST  FUNDS 

Mr.  McDade.  The  Administration  has  taken  the  position  that  it 
wants  to  restore  the  concept  of  trust  to  the  trust  funds. 
What  restoration  is  needed — what  do  you  mean? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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The  concept  of  trust  in  the  trust  funds  is  a  simple  one:  that  the  government  uses 
the  fees,  which  transportation  users  have  paid,  for  programs  that  benefit  those 
users. 

At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1988,  the  cash  balance  in  the  Highway  Account  of  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  was  $9.0  billion.  At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1992,  it  was  $11.3 
billion.  At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1988,  the  cash  balance  in  the  Transit  Account  was 
$5.2  billion.  At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1992,  it  was  $9.8  billion.  At  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1988,  the  cash  balance  in  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund  was  $11.1  billion.  At  the  end 
of  fiscal  year  1992,  it  was  $15.2  billion.  In  all  cases,  the  cash  balance  increased  over 
the  last  four  years.  By  comparison,  under  the  President's  investment  proposals,  the 
cash  balances  in  the  Highway  Account  and  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund  will  decline 
over  the  next  four  years. 

The  cash  balance  in  the  Highway  Account  will  decline  to  $1.5  billion  by  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1997,  even  with  an  increase  in  revenue  from  crediting  the  equivalent  of 
two  cents  of  the  deficit  reduction  rate  after  fiscal  year  1995.  The  cash  balance  in  the 
Aviation  Trust  Fund  will  decline  to  $14.0  billion  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1997.  (The 
surplus — the  amount  by  which  the  cash  balance  exceeds  commitments — will  decline 
from  $6.9  billion  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1992  to  $4.0  billion  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1997.)  While  the  cash  balance  in  the  Transit  Account  will  increase  slightly  because 
the  Administration  is  proposing  to  credit  a  half  cent  of  the  deficit  rate  on  motor 
fuels  to  the  Transit  Account  after  fiscal  year  1995,  which  is  more  revenue  than  the 
trust  fund  funding  levels  for  transit  in  ISTEA  require,  the  surplus  in  the  Transit 
Account  will  decline  from  $4.7  billion  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1992  to  $3.0  billion  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1997. 

Mr.  McDade.  Mr.  Secretary,  does  the  Administration  have  any 
plans  to  take  the  transportation  trust  funds  off-budget?  If  so,  why? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  have  any  such  plans.  I  believe  that  the  real  controversy  over  whether 
the  trust  funds  should  be  off  budget  is  whether  the  government  will  spend  the  trust 
funds  if  they  are  on  budget — whether  the  users  can  have  confidence  that  there  will 
be  trust  in  the  use  of  the  trust  funds. 

This  Administration  is  committed  to  using  the  trust  funds  for  the  purposes  for 
which  the  fees  are  collected.  Under  our  plan,  we  will  draw  down  the  cash  balances. 

The  trust  funds  will  provide  support  for  the  President's  program  to  rebuild  Amer- 
ica. 

I  expect  that,  if  the  Congress  supports  the  President's  proposals,  the  pressure  to 
take  the  trust  funds  off  budget  will  decline. 

PROJECTIONS  UNDER  THE  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  PROPOSALS 

[Dollars  In  billions,  fiscal  years] 
^ 1992  1993  1994  1995  1996  1997 

HTF,  Highway  Account: 

End-of-Year  Cash  Balance 11.3 

End-of-Year  Surplus -23.3 

HTF,  Transit  Account: 

End-of-Year  Cash  Balance 9.8 

End-of-Year  Surplus 4.7 

Aviation  Trust  Fund: 

End-of-Year  Cash  Balance 15.2 

End-of-Year  Surplus 6.9 


HIGHWAY  FUNDING 

Mr.  McDade.  "A  Vision  of  Change  for  America"  suggests  that 
the  Administration  plans  to  expand  the  Federal  aid  highway  pro- 
gram to  the  levels  contained  in  ISTEA. 

Can  you  tell  the  committee  whether  or  not  you  plan  to  include  in 
your  calculations  minimum  allocations,  emergency  relief,  and 
ISTEA  demonstrations? 
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Past  Administrations  included  all  but  the  emergency  relief  pro- 
gram within  the  Federal  aid  limitation;  the  committee  exempted 
all  of  these  programs  in  its  Federal  aid  limitation. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  proposal  for  fiscal  year  1994  would  exempt  the  same  programs  from  the  limi- 
tation that  your  Committee  exempted  for  fiscal  year  1993.  Exempt  obligations  are 
estimated  at  $2.1  billion  and  include  emergency  relief,  minimum  allocation,  ISTEA 
demonstration  projects,  certain  ISTEA  research  activities  (Sec.  6005)  and  some  old 
demonstration  projects.  In  addition,  we  include  $180  million  for  the  bonus  obligation 
limitation. 

Our  estimate  of  obligations  is  based  on  historical  rates  of  obligations  for  exempt 
programs.  For  example,  we  assume  26  percent  (average  rate  for  demonstration 
projects  over  past  6  years)  of  available  contract  authority  will  be  obligated  for 
ISTEA  demonstrations.  This  approach  provides  more  realistic  outlay  scoring.  How- 
ever, there  is  nothing  in  our  proposal  to  prevent  higher  obligation  levels  for  the 
exempt  programs  if  the  projects  were  to  move  quickly. 

The  obligation  limitation  for  fiscal  year  1994  is  equal  to  the  ISTEA  amount 
($18,362  million)  plus  $36  million  in  additional  contract  authority  and  obligation 
limitation  for  an  expanded  Federal  Lands  program. 

Mr.  McDade.  To  provide  advance  warning  of  a  potential  shortfall 
in  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  there  exists  a  safeguard  commonly  re- 
ferred to  as  the  Byrd  Amendment.  That  amendment  requires  a  re- 
duction in  the  apportionment  of  authorized  amounts  if  the  account 
balance  plus  the  two  following  years  expected  revenues  are  not 
great  enough  to  cover  the  outstanding  obligations  of  the  fund. 

The  GAO  notes  that  tax  revenues  will  not  be  sufficient  in  fiscal 
years  1995  through  1997  and  that  States'  apportionments  will  need 
to  be  reduced. 

In  addition,  FHWA  came  to  a  similar  conclusion  if  the  fiscal  year 
1993  supplemental  as  requested  were  enacted  and  if  ISTEA  were 
funded  at  the  fully  authorized  levels. 

Given  the  Administration's  commitment  to  fully  funding  ISTEA, 
what  does  the  Department  plan  to  ensure  that  States'  apportion- 
ments are  not  reduced? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  is  true  that  existing  revenues  are  not  sufficient.  With  full  funding  of  highways 
in  fiscal  year  1993-1997,  the  Byrd  amendment  would  be  triggered  for  fiscal  year 
1995,  requiring  a  reduction  of  States'  apportionments  of  about  $2.8  billion.  The 
Highway  Account  cash  balance  would  also  become  negative  beginning  in  fiscal  year 
1996. 

Our  plan  to  assure  that  States'  apportionments  are  fully  funded  requires  legisla- 
tion to  deposit  motor  fuel  taxes  (2V'2  cents/gallon) — now  paid  to  the  general  fund — 
into  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

We  would  allocate  the  revenue  from  2  cents  of  the  tax  ($2.7  billion  annually)  to 
the  Highway  Account  and  V2  cent  ($0.7  billion)  to  the  Transit  Account.  This  would 
prevent  triggering  of  the  Byrd  amendment  through  the  life  of  ISTEA,  based  on  our 
estimates  of  spending  and  revenues. 

As  an  insurance  measure,  we  would  propose  that  either  Account  could  borrow 
from  the  other  as  needed  to  ensure  prudent  cash  balances. 

GAS  TAX 

Mr.  McDade.  What  is  the  Department's  thinking  at  this  time 
with  regard  to  the  expiring  gas  taxes? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  part  of  the  reconciliation  legislation,  we  will  propose  that  the  2.5  cents  of  the 
motor  fuels  tax  for  deficit  reduction  be  extended  from  September  30,  1995  until  Sep- 
tember 30,  1999.  The  proceeds  of  this  revenue  would  be  deposited  into  the  Highway 
Trust  Fund,  with  the  revenue  from  2  cents  allocated  to  the  Highway  Account  and 
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the  revenue  from  .5  cents  allocated  to  the  Transit  Account.  This  continues  the  same 
percentage  allocation  as  was  made  in  1990  when  the  taxes  were  last  increased. 

We  would  also  include  in  our  legislative  proposal  a  provision  that  would  allow  for 
borrowing  from  the  cash  balances  of  either  account  in  order  to  maintain  fiscal  sol- 
vency. 

Finally,  we  would  propose  that  railroads  and  motor  boat  operators  continue  to 
pay  the  2.5  cents  tax  for  deficit  reduction,  as  they  do  now. 

INFRASTRUCTURE  SPENDING 

Mr.  McDade.  Advocates  for  additional  investments — or  spend- 
ing— in  infrastructure  stress  that  U.S.  industrial  competitiveness  is 
being  adversely  affected  by  deteriorating  infrastructure.  In  fact, 
Mr.  Secretary,  you  testified:  "Increasing  the  efficiency  of  our  trans- 
portation system  helps  control  the  cost  of  transporting  goods, 
which  in  turn  contributes  to  the  competitiveness  of  our  industries." 

Is  it  fair  to  suggest  that  you  imply  that  the  poor  quality  of  trans- 
portation infrastructure  increases  the  costs  of  production  of  all 
goods  and  services? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Transportation  has  a  direct  impact  on  the  costs  of  goods  and  services  we  produce. 
If  the  quality  of  transportation  infrastructure  increases  the  cost  of  transportation, 
through  increased  congestion,  reduced  speeds,  decreased  safety,  etc.,  the  cost  of  our 
goods  and  services  will  increase. 

Improving  transportation  infrastructure  will  help  reduce  these  costs  and  signifi- 
cantly contribute  to  America's  ability  to  compete  in  the  global  economy. 

A  number  of  studies,  by  Aschauer  and  Lewis,  among  others,  have  supported  the 
conclusion  that  there  is  a  positive  impact  on  our  Nation's  productivity  from  im- 
proved transportation  infrastructure. 

dot's  recently  released  report  on  the  conditions  and  performance  of  the  Nation's 
highways,  bridges  and  transit  systems  quantified  one  facet  of  the  cost  impact  of  in- 
adequate infrastructure.  The  report  cited  a  study  by  the  Texas  Transportation  Insti- 
tute that  stated  that  in  1989,  the  total  cost  of  congestion  for  the  50  most  populous 
urban  areas  was  estimated  to  be  over  $39  billion.  Delays  accounted  for  85  percent  of 
this  cost,  with  excess  fuel  consumption  accounting  for  the  remainder. 

Mr.  McDade.  Would  you  also  agree  that  if  there  is  in  fact  a  link 
between  decreasing  global  competitiveness  and  deteriorating  trans- 
portation infrastructure,  transportation  inputs  and  their  costs  to 
industry  could  be  expected  to  increase  over  time? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  believe  that  transportation  significantly  impacts  America's  ability  to  compete 
in  the  global  economy.  This  happens  through  its  direct  impact  on  costs  and  its  influ- 
ence on  the  production  and  distribution  of  goods  and  services. 

A  number  of  studies  have  been  done,  particularly  by  Aschauer,  Lewis  and  others, 
that  have  demonstrated  the  correlation  between  spending  on  public  infrastructure 
and  productivity.  While  all  economists  do  not  agree  on  the  magnitude  of  the  correla- 
tion between  transportation  infrastructure  investment  and  productivity,  most  agree 
that  there  is  a  positive  impact. 

We  also  agree  that  deterioration  in  transportation  infrastructure  could  be  expect- 
ed to  increase  the  cost  of  U.S.  goods  and  services,  making  our  goods  and  services  less 
competitive  in  the  global  market. 

This  is  why  the  President  has  put  forward  his  program  for  rebuilding  America 
and  why  we  are  proposing  a  14  percent  increase  in  the  Department's  budget  for  in- 
frastructure over  the  fiscal  year  1993  enacted  level,  from  $24.8  billion  to  $28.4  bil- 
lion. 

Mr.  McDade.  Official  data,  some  at  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, indicate  that — the  quality  or  adequacy  of  transportation  in- 
frastructure notwithstanding — businesses  have  reduced  their 
inputs  of  transportation  services  at  least  from  1977  through  1987. 
Lester  Lamm,  president  of  the  Highway  Users  Federation,  testified 
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that  annual  trucking  productivity  growth  rates  rose  4  percent  or 
higher  for  the  1985  to  1989  period  and  that  productivity  for  bus 
carriers  rose  2.9  percent.  Therefore,  the  declining  quality  of  infra- 
structure did  not  result  generally  in  higher  costs  of  production  in 
most  sectors  of  the  economy. 

Mr.  Secretary,  how  do  you  reconcile  your  rhetoric  and  the  data 
as  presented  by  the  Congressional  Research  Service  and  the  High- 
way Users  Federation,  which  is  reinforced  by  data  confirmed  by 
your  Department? 

[The  information  follows:] 

With  respect  to  the  truck  and  bus  productivity  data,  there  are  a  number  of  factors 
in  addition  to  infrastructure  condition  which  contribute  to  productivity,  and  some  of 
these  may  be  more  significant.  For  example,  during  the  period  cited,  the  size  and 
weight  of  trucks  was  increased  and  the  intercity  bus  industry  was  in  the  process  of 
dropping  low  density  route  service.  Both  of  these  factors  would  have  immediate  and 
profound  positive  influences  on  productivity  which  may  have  overwhelmed  the  ef- 
fects of  any  deterioration  of  highway  service  levels. 

A  number  of  studies  have  been  done  that  demonstrate  the  relationship  between 
transportation  infrastructure  spending  and  productivity.  These  studies,  along  with 
our  own  assessments  of  the  cost  impacts  of  such  things  as  congestion,  provide  sup- 
port to  our  position. 

BTU  TAX 

Mr.  McDade.  Part  of  the  Administration's  broader  budget  pro- 
posal is  an  energy  tax  based  on  BTU  consumption. 

What  has  the  Department  assumed  to  be  the  effect  of  such  a  tax 
on  the  transportation  trust  funds? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  broad  base  of  the  tax  will  keep  the  rate  low  and  spread  the  effects  across 
regions,  industries  and  consumer  segments.  When  fully  phased  in,  it  is  estimated 
that  the  tax  will  increase  the  price  of  gasoline  by  about  7.5  cents  per  gallon,  or  5 
percent,  assuming  the  producer  passes  on  the  full  cost  to  the  consumer. 

A  tax  of  nearly  20-cents  per  gallon  on  motor  fuels  would  be  required  to  raise  simi- 
lar amounts  of  revenue.  Thus  the  BTU  approach  provides  less  of  an  impact  on 
transportation  providers  and  the  Highway  Trust  Fund. 

We  estimate  the  short-run  demand  elasticities  to  be  relatively  inelastic  (in  the 
range  of  —.15  to  —.2).  Therefore,  we  do  not  expect  a  significant  impact  on  Highway 
Trust  Fund  revenues. 

Mr.  McDade.  Going  back  to  the  USA  Today  article  of  March  11, 
1993,  you  stated  that  "in  terms  of  [energy  tax  impact  on]  transpor- 
tation, the  jury  is  still  out." 

The  transportation  industry  does  not  seem  to  be  sitting  on  that 
jury,  Mr.  Secretary,  trucking  companies  estimate  that  the  tax  will 
add  $3  billion  to  their  costs;  airlines  will  pay  an  additional  $2  bil- 
lion in  taxes;  and  railroad,  coupled  with  an  expected  decline  in  cola 
and  other  traffic,  will  take  an  annual  hit  of  $400  million. 

Mr.  Secretary,  is  the  jury  at  the  Department  still  out  on  the 
effect  of  the  BTU  tax  on  transportation  programs?  What  estimates 
have  been  developed  by  the  Department  of  Transportation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  transportation  sectors  are  highly  dependent  on  the  health  of  the  general 
economy  and  on  the  rate  of  national  economic  growth.  The  Administration  s  total 
economic  package,  including  the  BTU  tax,  is  expected  to  have  positive  impacts  on 
economic  growth.  This  positive  macroeconomic  effect  will  offset  the  short  term  ad- 
justment costs  imposed  on  transportation  by  increases  in  fuel  prices. 

The  BTU  tax  will  be  applied  to  a  broad  range  of  energy  sources,  including  petrole- 
um. Refiners  are  expected  to  pass  the  tax  through  to  all  petroleum  fuels;  thus  no 
one  fuel  is  expected  to  bear  the  sole  burden.  It  is  estimated  that  gasoline  prices  will 
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increase  by  7.5  cents  per  gallon;  diesel  fuel  will  increase  by  8  cents  per  gallon;  and 
jet  fuel  will  increase  8  cents  per  gallon.  Implementation  of  the  tax  will  be  phased  in 
over  three  years,  to  provide  time  for  adjustment  to  the  increase. 

The  tax  is  "tilted"  toward  petroleum,  in  that  petroleum  will  be  taxed  at  a  higher 
rate  than  coal,  natural  gas,  or  other  energy  sources.  As  a  result,  the  relative  price  of 
fuels  used  in  electric  power  production  will  remain  approximately  the  same  as 
before  the  tax  was  imposed.  Thus  we  do  not  expect  that  the  railroads  will  suffer 
from  reduced  revenues  from  coal  transport,  since  utilities  are  not  expected  to  shift 
from  coal  to  other  fuels  as  a  result  of  the  tax. 

The  BTU  tax  is  a  broad  based  energy  tax,  applying  to  coal,  natural  gas,  petrole- 
um, nuclear  and  hydropower.  In  addition,  the  petroleum  tax  will  be  passed  on,  in 
some  measure,  by  refiners  to  all  of  the  petroleum  based  fuels — gasoline,  diesel  fuel, 
jet  fuel,  aviation  gasoline  and  residual  fuel.  Thus  its  impact  on  any  specific  petrole- 
um fuel  or  other  energy  source  will  be  modest,  in  comparison  with  the  impact  of  a 
tax  which  raises  the  same  revenue  by  focusing  on  specific  fuels,  such  as  a  gasoline 
tax,  or  by  focusing  heavily  on  one  energy  source,  such  as  a  carbon  tax,  which  would 
have  a  major  impact  on  coal. 

Mr.  McDade.  Secretary  Bentsen  is  on  record  as  suggesting  that 
the  Administration  had  approved  a  1-year  delay  for  a  portion  of 
the  tax  affecting  home  heating  oil. 

Given  the  state  of  the  airline  industry  particularly,  is  the  Admin- 
istration amenable  to  granting  similar  exceptions  for  the  airline  in- 
dustry? 

I  note  that  in  the  northern  colder  States  home  heating  oil  is 
often  mixed  with  airline  fuel  for  efficiencies  and  economies. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Commission  to  Ensure  a  Strong  and  Competitive  Airline  Industry  is 
being  established  to  review  ways  of  aiding  the  airline  industry.  We  hope  that  within 
the  next  90  days,  the  Commission  will  report  on  actions  that  can  be  taken  to  help 
the  industry. 

Until  we  receive  the  recommendations  of  the  Commission,  and  come  to  some  con- 
clusions on  these  recommendations,  we  would  not  take  a  position  on  such  an  excep- 
tion. 

The  15  member  Commission  will  have  90  days  to  recommend  measures  to  help  the 
airlines.  Among  the  measures  expected  to  be  considered  are:  relaxing  restrictions  on 
foreign  investment  and  control;  enhancing  access  abroad  for  U.S.  airlines;  reducing 
barriers  to  competition;  examination  of  pricing  practices;  and  relief  from  the  alter- 
native minimum  tax. 

LOCAL  RAIL  FREIGHT  ASSISTANCE 

Mr.  McDade.  Over  the  past  few  years,  our  friends  at  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  have  disagreed  with  your  associates  at 
the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  who  suggest  that  continued 
Federal  assistance  for  local  rail  freight  assistance,  LRFA,  is 
needed. 

Can  you  tell  the  committee  what  the  fiscal  year  1994  President's 
budget  includes  for  LRFA? 

What  was  the  amount  requested  by  FRA  to  OST,  and  OST  to 
0MB? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  President's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  recommends  zero  funding  for  LRFA. 
FRA's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  to  OST,  and  DOT's  subsequent  request  to 
0MB  both  called  for  zero  funding  of  LRFA. 

ALCOHOL  TESTING 

Mr.  McDade.  As  you  know,  the  Department  on  December  10th 
issued  a  proposed  rulemaking  which  would  establish  a  program  of 
alcohol  testing  for  some  7  million  transportation  workers  in  safety- 
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sensitive  positions.  This  effort,  which  flows  from  legislation  this 
committee  advanced,  is  to  be  applauded. 

One  important  issue  needing  further  consideration,  however,  con- 
cerns the  testing  methodology  to  be  employed  under  the  program. 
The  proposed  rule  by  definition  establishes  breath  testing  as  a  uni- 
versal requirement,  thus  precluding  the  use  of  either  behavioral  so- 
briety tests  or  the  use  of  alternative  equipment  for  conduct  of  the 
initial  and  confirmatory  tests.  There  are  a  host  of  alternative 
methodologies  available,  some  of  which  are  without  a  doubt  every 
bit  as  accurate,  easy  to  administer,  and  far  less  costly  than  breath 
analysis. 

Shouldn't  some  degree  of  flexibility  be  accorded  employers  in 
choosing  the  type  of  device  they  will  utilize  in  satisfying  these  new 
requirements? 

Indeed,  is  it  not  ever  preferable  to  encourage  the  use  of  different 
devices  for  initial  screening  and  later  confirmatory  tests? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Evidential  breath  testing  methodology  was  proposed  for  conducting  alcohol  testing 
(screening  and  confirmation)  under  the  DOT's  proposed  alcohol  misuse  prevention 
rules.  Based  on  information  available  at  the  time,  we  believe  that  alcohol  testing 
methods  should  meet  the  following  criteria:  (1)  provide  scientifically  accurate  sensi- 
tivity and  specificity  at  low  alcohol  concentrations;  (2)  are  legally  and  forensically 
sufficient;  (3)  provide  immediately  available  results;  (4)  minimize  the  invasion  of  pri- 
vacy; (5)  produce  a  permanent  record  of  results  and  identity  of  the  test  and  the  em- 
ployee and;  (6)  are  feasible  for  application  in  a  variety  of  workplace  settings.  We 
have  asked  for  comments  concerning  other  alcohol  testing  methodologies  that  would 
meet  the  above  criteria.  The  statute  requires  that  a  scientifically  recognized  confir- 
mation test  capable  of  quantifying  alcohol  concentration  in  the  body  be  adminis- 
tered when  the  initial  (screening)  test  is  positive  for  alcohol. 

Although  other  methodologies  may  be  appropriate  for  conducting  the  initial 
screening  test  only,  because  of  the  rapid  rate  of  alcohol  metabolism  in  the  human 
body,  confirmation  of  screening  results  would  need  to  be  accomplished  within  30 
minutes  after  the  screening  test.  We  also  noted  that  it  may  not  be  cost  effective  to 
use  a  "screening  device"  when  the  confirmation  methodology  would  have  to  be 
available  at  or  near  the  testing  site. 

After  considering  all  comments  received  during  the  public  comment  period  which 
ends  April  16,  1993,  the  Department  will  issue  a  final  rule  that  provides  as  much 
flexibility  as  possible  within  the  constraints  mentioned  above.  Such  constraints  are 
necessary  to  ensure  the  accuracy  and  reliability  of  the  result  as  well  as  to  ensure 
that  all  tests  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  DOT  procedures  as  set  forth  in  the 
final  rule. 

RAILROAD  PAYMENT  OF  DEFICIT  REDUCTION  TAX 

Mr.  McDade.  dot  is  recommending  that  the  proceeds  from  the 
1990  deficit  reduction  tax  on  highway  users  be  put  into  the  High- 
way Trust  Fund,  which  is  used  to  construct  and  maintain  our  Na- 
tion's highways.  Under  that  scenario,  the  only  industry  then 
paying  the  deficit  reduction  tax  would  be  the  railroad  industry 
since  the  barge  industry  was  never  subject  to  it  from  the  start.  The 
railroad  industry  also  pays  safety  user  fees,  which  highway  users 
don't. 

Can  you  explain  why  you  think  this  is  fair? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Administration  is  recommending  that  the  2.5-cent  deficit  reduction  tax  as  it 
applied  to  motor  vehicles  be  extended  beyond  its  sunset  date  of  September  30,  1995, 
to  September  30,  1999,  and  be  credited  to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund.  The  revenue 
would  be  allocated  based  on  two  cents  to  the  Highway  Account  and  half  a  cent  to 
the  Mass  Transit  Account. 
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We  are  also  proposing  to  continue  the  2.5-cent  deficit  reduction  rate  paid  by  rail- 
roads and  those  who  operate  motor  boats  to  September  30,  1999,  and  to  continue  to 
credit  the  receipts  for  deficit  reduction.  The  President's  economic  plan  is  based  on 
the  assumption  that  current  taxes  continue,  except  where  expanded  tax  credits  are 
justified  as  incentive  for  private  investment  and  personal  work  effort.  The  proposed 
new  taxes — especially,  with  respect  to  transportation  industries,  the  tax  on  energy 
content — represent  the  additional  sacrifice  that  we  must  all  make  to  reduce  the 
Federal  deficit  and  ensure  a  healthier  economy. 

In  our  view,  highway  users,  railroads,  and  motor  boat  users  are  all  being  treated 
equitably  in  that  they  will  continue  to  pay  the  2.5  cents  and  their  share  of  the 
energy  tax. 

The  cost  of  most  of  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  railroad  safety  activities 
are  covered  by  railroad  safety  user  fees.  Similarlj',  the  costs  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration's  motor  carrier  safety  activities  are  covered  by  user  fees — the  fees 
paid  by  highway  users  into  the  Highway  Trust  Fund. 

Closing 

Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  being  here  today  and  look  forward 
to  working  with  you. 

I  also  want  to  acknowledge  Katherine  Collins  for  her  help  to  this 
Committee.  She  didn't  get  to  answer  a  lot  of  questions  today,  but  I 
am  sure  that  she  helped  you  answer  some  of  the  questions.  We  are 
glad  to  see  you  here  as  well  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  both. 

This  meeting  of  the  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommit- 
tee will  stand  adjourned. 


Tuesday,  March  30,  1993. 

SAINT  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION 

WITNESSES 

STANFORD  E.  PARRIS,  ADMINISTRATOR,  SAINT  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DE- 
VELOPMENT CORPORATION 

ERMAN  J.  COCCI,  ASSOCIATE  ADMINISTRATOR 

EDWARD  MARGOSIAN,  COMPTROLLER 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  begin  our  hearing. 

We  are  here  with  our  old  friend,  Stan  Parris,  who  will  testify  on 
behalf  of  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation. 
You  are  joined  by  Mr.  Edward  Margosian,  comptroller,  and  Erman 
Cocci,  associate  administrator. 

We  are  glad  to  have  you  here.  Stan,  your  statement  in  full  will 
be  included  in  the  record.  Perhaps  you  have  some  comments  to 
make  in  summary,  then  we  will  get  right  to  the  questions. 

Mr.  Parris.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First  of  all,  let  me  say  that  it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  with  you  in 
your  new  capacity  as  chairman  of  this  Committee.  We  look  forward 
very  much  to  working  with  you  on  this  occasion  and  in  the  future. 
I  am  sure  we  will  have  a  pleasant  relationship. 

As  you  have  indicated,  I  have  sat  on  your  side  of  that  table  for 
some  time  and  have  listened  to  hours  of  dull  monotone  in  terms  of 
statements.  I  would  not  subject  you  to  that.  I  would  simply  submit 
the  full  statement  for  the  record,  make  a  few  very  brief  comments, 
and  then  try  to  respond  to  your  questions. 

I  respectfully  submit  the  corporation's  appropriation  is  probably 
one  of  the  smallest  amounts  that  this  Committee  deals  with  in  the 
budget  process.  It  is  the  least  controversial.  We  make  no  great 
policy  decisions.  We  don't  exercise  great  ideological  considerations. 
We  don't  make  Government  grants.  We  don't  have  any  of  those 
complicated  things.  We  operate  a  service  corporation  that  happens 
to  be  owned  by  the  Federal  Government.  So  it  is  somewhat  less 
complicated  in  terms  of  the  other  agencies  you  deal  with. 

The  corporation's  fiscal  year  1994  budget,  Mr.  Chairman,  projects 
expenditures  of  $12.7  million.  The  corporation  proposes  to  fund  the 
fiscal  year  1994  program  level  from  new  budget  authority  of  $10.9 
million  from  trust  fund  appropriations,  non-Federal  revenues  of 
$1.5  million,  and  from  Seaway  financial  reserves  of  $300,000. 

The  requested  amount  includes  $11.1  million  to  fund  operating 
costs,  $1.3  million  for  what  we  consider  to  be  essential  replace- 
ments and  improvements,  almost  all  of  which  are  safety  related, 
and  $300,000  to  repair  deteriorating  concrete  in  the  chamber  of  Ei- 
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senhower  Lock,  consistent  with  the  suggestions  of  a  recent  study  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  fiscal  year  1994  program  is  a  $360,000  net  decrease — ^which 
is  about  2.75  percent  from  fiscal  year  1993 — and  reflects  a  current 
services  budget.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  has  been  adjusted  con- 
sistent with  Administration  directives  for  a  3  percent  reduction  in 
administrative  expenses  and  for  the  elimination  of  the  appropriate 
numbers  of  full  time  equivalents  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  fiscal  year 
1994. 

I  would  remind  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  75  percent  of  the  total 
appropriations  for  this  corporation  are  direct  personnel  compensa- 
tion or  personnel  benefits.  So  very  much  like  the  national  budget 
situation,  we  have  very  little  to  work  with  in  the  way  of  discretion- 
ary spending. 

We  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  current  services  budget  at  a 
basically  frozen  level.  It  is  the  same  level  as  last  year,  and  frankly 
the  year  or  two  before  that.  It  is  very  tight.  We  think  it  is  adequate 
to  accomplish  our  responsibility  to  provide  adequate  management 
of  the  corporation's  responsibilities.  We  will  obviously  live  with 
whatever  decision  the  Congress  makes,  but  there  is  very  little  flexi- 
bility, we  believe,  in  the  budget  that  is  before  you. 

With  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  simply  try  to  respond  to  your 
questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Parris  follows:] 
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statement  by  Administrator  Stanford  E.  Parris 

Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation 

Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

March  30,  1993 


The  Corporation's  FY  1994  budget  projects  expenditures  of  $12.7 
million.  This  includes  $11.1  to  fund  operating  costs,  $1.3  million 
for  capital  projects  and  equipment  acquisitions  and  $0.3  million  to 
repair  deteriorated  concrete  in  the  lock  chamber  of  Eisenhower 
Lock. 

The  Corporation  proposes  to  fund  the  FY  1994  program  level  from 
new  budget  authority  of  $10.9  million  from  the  Harbor  Maintenance 
Trust  Fund;  $1.5  million  from  non-federal  revenues;  and  $0.3 
million  from  Corporation  financial  reserves. 

The  FY  1994  program  is  a  $360,000  net  decrease  compared  to  FY 
1993  and  reflects  a  current  services  budget.  In  addition  the 
budget  has  been  adjusted  for  a  3%  reduction  in  administrative 
expenses  and  a  total  reduction  of  five  FTE's,  two  for  FY93  and 
three  for  FY94. 

As  part  of  its  service  commitment  to  shippers,  the  Seaway 
operates  24  hours  a  day  during  the  navigation  season  which  normally 
runs  from  late  March  to  late  December.  Transportation  service  is 
especially  time  sensitive  and  any  delays  impact  vessel 
profitability.  Thus,  the  Corporation  is  staffed  and  its  operating 
budget  is  programmed  to  provide  vessels  with  timely  and  safe 
transits  through  the  waterway. 

Capital  Investments 

Corporation  obligations  for  capital  projects  and  equipment 
acquisition  in  FY  1993  are  projected  at  $1.3  million.  Included  in 
the  FY  1994  program  is  the  continuation  of  the  replacement  of  high- 
use  shop  tools  and  equipment,  water  plant  modifications, 
improvement  of  paved  access  roads  at  the  locks  and  other 
Corporation  facilities,  upgrading  of  electrical  equipment  at  the 
locks,  replacement  of  miscellaneous  equipment  and  continuing 
installation  of  weather  display  sites  and  upgrading  building 
facilities. 
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Extraordinary  Concrete  Repair 

Deteriorated  concrete  near  the  bottom  of  the  lock  chamber  of 
Eisenhower  Lock  as  identified  in  the  recent  Corps  of  Engineers 
Structural  Evaluation  Study  is  expected  to  cost  $1  million  to 
repair.  The  repair  work  to  be  accomplished  over  a  three  year 
period  will  be  incorporated  with  the  regular  winter  work  at 
Eisenhower  Lock  and  funded  from  the  Corporation's  financial 
reserve.  The  initial  phase  of  the  work  with  an  estimated  cost  of 
$300,000  is  scheduled  to  be  done  in  FY  1994. 


Vessel  Draft 

In  August  1992  maximum  vessel  draft  was  increased  for  eastbound 
vessels  from  26  feet  1  inch  to  26  feet  3  inches.  The  two  inch 
increase  follows  a  one  inch  increase  in  1991.  Each  additional  one 
inch  increase  allows  vessels  using  the  Seaway  to  carry  up  to  100 
metric  tons  of  additional  cargo  and  enhances  the  vessels' 
productivity . 


Global  Positioning  System  (GPS) 

The  Corporation  has  been  working  with  the  Volpe  National 
Transportation  Systems  Center  on  applications  of  GPS  technology  for 
the  Seaway.  To  enable  vessels  to  transit  the  waterway  more 
efficiently;  current  plans  are  to  incorporate  GPS  into  a  number  of 
operational  programs  over  the  next  few  years,  including  vessel 
tracking,  buoy  positioning  and  ship  navigation. 


Safety 

Improvements  made  in  1992  include  the  installation  of  three 
remote  weather  stations  along  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  and  a 
computerized  weather  display  system.  When  the  System  becomes  fully 
operational  in  1993,  it  will  enable  vessel  traffic  controllers  to 
provide  needed  weather  advisories  on  a  timely  basis  to  vessels. 

Also  in  1992,  the  Corporation  entered  a  cooperative  agreement 
with  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  to  screen  ocean  vessels  entering 
the  U.S.  section  of  the  Seaway  under  an  abbreviated  inspection 
program  to  ensure  compliance  with  U.S.  safety  and  environmental 
protection  laws. 
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1992  Seaway  Season 

Seaway  tonnage  for  1992  was  31.36  million  metric  tons.  This 
represented  a  reduction  of  10%  from  the  1991  season.  The  most 
significant  commodity  reduction  was  Canadian  grain  exports,  down 
36%  (4.3  million  tons)  from  1991.  The  negative  impact  of  the 
Canadian  rail  subsidy,  which  encourages  West  Coast  movement  versus 
the  Seaway,  was  compounded  by  the  suspension  of  grain  sales.  The 
suspension  was  due  to  loan  payment  defaults,  and  the  lack  of  hard 
currency  (by  Russia)  for  ocean  transportation  costs.  U.S.  grain 
exports  increased  1.1  million  tons  over  1991  due  in  part  to  lower 
shipping  rates  offered  by  ocean  and  Canadian  lake  carriers. 

It  should  be  noted  that  estimated  tonnage  and  toll  revenue 
beginning  with  FY  199  3  and  beyond,  are  revised  figures  from 
forecasts  included  in  the  FY  1993  budget.  As  we  do  each  year,  the 
previous  shipping  season  (1992  for  the  FY  1994  budget)  becomes  the 
new  base  for  future  traffic  and  revenue  estimates. 


Incentive  Tolls 

1992  was  the  second  year  of  the  three  year  incentive  program. 
Cargo  qualifying  under  the  new  business  incentive  totalled  1.5 
million  tons  with  rebates  of  $473,000;  2.3  million  tons  qualified 
for  the  volume  rebates  of  $275,733.  Cargo  classified  as  "Material 
for  recycling,  scrap  material,  refuse  and  waste"  received  a 
permanent  53%  tolls  reduction  by  a  toll  tariff  change  from  General 
to  Bulk  cargo. 


Low-sulphur  Western  Coal 

In  April  of  1992  the  President  of  the  Canadian  Seaway  Authority 
and  I  met  individually  with  chief  executives  of  some  fifteen 
Spanish  firms:  electrical  utilities,  industrial  firms,  and  coal 
brokers  serving  a  broad  range  of  coal  users  in  Spain,  to  promote 
use  of  the  Seaway  for  U.S.  coal  exports.  We  briefed  port,  terminal 
and  vessel  operators  in  the  Midwest  who  are  participating  in  direct 
negotiations  with  the  Spanish.  The  primary  overseas  competitor  for 
this  market  is  Indonesia;  however,  we  anticipate  that  the  need  for 
alternative  suppliers  should  result  in  purchases  from  the  U.S. 
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Economic  Impact  Report 

During  October  of  1992  we  released  a  contracted  study  effort  to 
assess  the  economic  impacts  of  the  Great  Lakes/ St.  Lawrence  Seaway 
System.  Major  findings  of  the  survey  were  that  the  Seaway  System 
generates  over  44,000  direct  and  induced  jobs;  $1.9  billion  in 
annual  personal  income;  $1.7  billion  in  corporate  revenue;  and 
$90.7  million  in  state  and  local  taxes.  The  project  was  based  on 
direct  interviews  with  the  maritime  communities  of  sixteen  U.S. 
lake  port  cities  representing  eighty  percent  of  the  tonnage  moving 
through  the  System.  The  study  is  conservative  by  design  in  order 
to  include  only  those  impacts  that  are  defensible. 

Looking  ahead  to  1993  we  will  further  intensify  our  initiatives 
for  safety  and  trade  development  to  benefit  the  Midwest 
international  maritime  community,  and  current  and  potential  Seaway 
users. 

Mr.  Chairman  this  concludes  my  remarks.  We  would  be  pleased  to 
answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Stan.  We're  always  delighted  to  see  your 
request.  As  you  point  out,  not  much  of  it  is  truly  discretionary. 
Mr.  Parris.  Exactly. 

TRAFFIC  AND  REVENUE 

Mr.  Carr.  Let's  talk  about  the  Seaway  and  its  future. 

It  looks  like  last  year  at  this  time  you  were  projecting  U.S.  toll 
revenue  of  around  $9.7  million  on  the  movement  of  35.2  million 
metric  tons  of  cargo  for  1992.  The  actual  numbers  turned  out  to  be 
a  good  deal  less,  $8.86  million  in  revenue  and  32.8  million  metric 
tons.  Apparently,  you  have  revised  your  1993  estimates  downward, 
too. 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Let's  talk  generally  about  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway 
Development  Corporation.  What  is  happening  here?  What  are  the 
factors? 

CANADIAN  GRAIN  EXPORTS 

Mr.  Parris.  Basically,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  attribute  that  reduction 
in  tonnage — and  obviously,  you  understand  that  those  are  strictly 
estimates — largely  to  the  reduction  of  the  transport  of  Canadian 
grain,  which  is  our  principal  commodity  in  terms  of  export.  Canadi- 
an grain  exports  this  year  were  down  36  percent.  That  has  a  direct 
correlation  not  only  with  the  global  international  economic  situa- 
tion, but  with  the  hard  currency  problems  being  experienced  by 
Mr.  Yeltsin  and  the  former  Soviet  Union  republics. 

I  would  just  respond  to  your  question  by  saying  that,  had  we  had 
a  normally  large  Canadian  shipment  of  grain  commodities  into  the 
nation  of  Russia  itself,  our  traffic  would  have  been  up  by  approxi- 
mately 2  to  3  percent  for  last  year.  As  it  is,  it  was  down  10  percent, 
which  reflects  almost  exclusively  shipments  to  the  nation  of 
Russia. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  we  know  why? 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes,  sir.  The  Canadian  Wheat  Board,  which  controls 
all  that  as  a  national  policy  of  Canada,  is  just  simply  not  being 
paid.  They  can't  get  any  hard  currency  back  from  Russia,  so  they 
stopped  the  shipments. 

As  you  may  recall,  they  adopted  a  $1.5  billion  grain  assistance 
program  and  they  got  in  the  hole,  so  to  speak,  by  about  $1  billion 
and  the  Russians  were  unable  to  pay  for  the  wheat.  So  the  Wheat 
Board  said  that  that  was  enough  and  stopped  shipping. 

Mr.  Carr.  Absent  the  Canadian /Russian  grain  deal,  what  else  is 
going  on  relative  to  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Cor- 
poration. Are  some  commodities  up?  Are  other  commodities  down? 

Mr.  Parris.  I  won't  bore  you  with  going  through  this  entire  list, 
Mr.  Chairman,  but  we  have,  for  instance,  grain  on  whole — Ameri- 
can and  Canadian — down  21  percent.  Government-aid  cargo,  of 
which  we  get  almost  none,  which  is  a  Public  Law  480  problem  with 
American-flagged  ships  carrying  assistance  grain — is  down  because 
we  simply  have  no  ships.  Iron  ore  is  up  modestly.  Coal  is  way 
down.  We  are  told  by  our  Canadian  steamship  line  friends  that  the 
market  for  coal — largely  reflecting  the  western  European  coal 
import  situation — there  is  just  very  little  demand  for  American 
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export  coal.  It  was  down  43  percent  last  year.  Fuel  oil  was  down  29 
percent.  Petroleum  products,  overall  a  relatively  small,  amount  of 
traffic,  was  up  189  percent. 

You  can  go  through  this  list,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  pick  just  one  or 
two  commodities  at  a  time  and  see  what  is  up  and  what  is  down.  It 
very  largely  is  a  reflection  of  the  international  markets  and  compe- 
tition around  the  world. 

CARGO  TRENDS 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  seen  any  upward  trend  at  all?  We've  been 
hearing  from  folks  that  the  recession  was  technically  over  more 
than  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  Parris.  There  are  two  things  that  I  would  mention  to  you 
that  I  think  are  of  importance.  One  is  that  it  is  reported  to  us  that 
there  is  another  somewhat  complicated  problem  in  terms  of  the 
dumping  actions  of  the  United  States  regarding  imported  steel 
products,  which  is  a  very  grave  threat  to  imported  steel.  But  the 
good  news  is  that  our  import  people  in  the  business  tell  us  that  the 
import  of  slabs  for  the  first  operational  quarter  of  the  shipping 
season  will  be  up  dramatically.  There  simply  are  not  enough  ships 
to  bring  in  the  steel  slabs,  which  are  not  in  fact  subject  to  the 
dumping  problems  that  are  now  being  reviewed  under  the  antitrust 
laws. 

The  second  thing  is — and  this  is  the  bad  news — the  Indonesians 
are  getting  into  the  international  coal  business  big  time  with  high- 
quality  low-sulfur  coals.  The  South  Africans,  who  have  been  subject 
to  constraints  in  the  past,  because  of  the  embargoes  and  that  sort 
of  thing,  are  back  in  the  coal  business  particularly  big-time.  There 
is  simply  greater  competition  internationally. 

I  would  hasten  to  make  sure  that  everybody  understands  one 
thing,  though,  Mr.  Chairman.  Because  the  Seaway  rebates  the  tolls 
for  the  transport  of  commodities  through  the  system,  it  doesn't 
mean  an)d:hing  to  us  as  a  government  in  terms  of  revenue.  This  is 
a  revenue-neutral  operation  for  the  Federal  taxpayers  in  any 
event.  It  does  affect  unfortunately,  jobs  in  Michigan,  Illinois,  De- 
troit, and  wherever.  That  is  what  the  tonnage  variation  means. 

But  in  terms  of  your  precise  responsibilities  in  your  position  as 
chairman  of  this  committee,  we  don't  live  off  the  tolls  in  any  event. 
So  whether  the  tonnage  goes  up  or  down  a  few  tons,  it  doesn't 
mean  a  financially  significant  impact  on  our  operation  or  on  the 
U.S.  Treasury. 

COAL  CARRIAGE  COMPETITION 

Mr.  Carr.  Let's  talk  for  just  a  minute  about  what  your  competi- 
tion is.  If  somebody  is  in  Montana  or  Wyoming  and  they  are  a  coal 
operator,  what  are  the  various  ways  you  can  get  coal  to  Europe? 

Mr.  Parris.  My  counterpart,  Mr.  Stewart,  and  I  went  to  Spain 
last  year  and  met  with  all  the  CEOs  of  all  the  Spanish  utilities  that 
use  coal  for  firing  purposes  or  steam-generating  purposes  for  elec- 
trical production.  We  spent  4  or  5  days  over  there  and  had  meet- 
ings with  them  trying  to  convince  them  that  the  Seaway's  cost- 
competitive  and  that  we  should  be  considered.  They  buy  their  coal, 
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Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  mine-head  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  in  Wy- 
oming. They  then  obviously  go  to  the  transportation  market. 

In  this  case,  they  utiHze  mostly  the  Burlington  Northern  Rail- 
road and  ask  how  much  it  will  cost  to  get  a  ton  of  coal  from 
Powder  River  Basin  in  Wyoming  to  Saint  Louis.  There  were 
250,000  tons  that  we  thought  we  had  locked  up  for  this  year  that  is 
being  transported  that  way. 

I  have  urged  my  counterpart  in  Canada  to  adopt  a  so-called  in- 
centive toll  program,  which  we  have  on  other  commodities,  to 
make  us  more  attractive  in  terms  of  the  cost  to  transport  PRB  coal. 
I  am  told  that  the  difference  between  a  few  cents  a  ton  will  make 
the  difference  in  what  choice  they  make  as  far  as  the  transporta- 
tion route. 

So  we  tried  to  adopt  an  incentive  toll  program.  The  Canadians 
did  not  see  fit  to  adopt  that  suggestion  in  time  to  meet  the  market 
requirements,  for  whatever  reason.  We  therefore  lost  that  ship- 
ment of  250,000  tons  this  year,  which  went  by  railroad  to  Saint 
Louis  and  barge  to  New  Orleans  or  Mobile  and  then  weis  shipped 
into  Spain. 

There  are  lots  of  arguments  for  transshipment  on  the  river  to  a 
larger  ship  at  Montreal — there  are  lots  of  different  ways  that  the 
market  finds  to  take  a  given  commodity  from  point  A  to  point  B, 
but  the  bottom  line  is  that  if  it  is  a  few  cents  a  ton  less  to  go  one 
way  or  the  other,  they  could  care  less  how  it  gets  there.  We  simply 
have  to  be  cost-competitive  as  well  as  reliable  and  efficient. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  is  a  real  good  example.  In  other  words,  rail  to 
barge  to  ship.  In  other  words,  the  land  bridge  is  rail  from  Wyoming 
to  Saint  Louis.  What  are  some  of  the  other  interconnects?  Is  rail 
from  Montreal,  for  example,  a  competitor?  You  can  get  a  ship 
rather  quickly,  I  suppose  to  Montreal. 

Mr.  Parris.  They  have  one  other  advantage  in  the  river  and  that 
is  that  they  have  deeper  depths.  You  can  take  a  very  much  larger 
ship,  for  instance,  into  Quebec  and  Canadian  ports  like  that  and 
rail  across  with  either  imports  or  exports.  The  difference  is  that 
most  of  the  coal  that  is  of  desirable  nature  to  meet  the  increase 
environmental  constraints — they  have  been  getting  much  more 
conscious  about  those  things  in  Europe,  as  you  know — most  of  that 
coal  comes  from  the  United  States. 

I  would  respond  to  you  by  saying  that  I  think  the  two  probably 
most  competitive  alternatives  are  rail  to  Saint  Louis  and  then 
barge,  or  direct  rail  shipments  to  Mobile  or  New  Orleans,  with 
loading  onto  a  very  large  ship  of  150,000  tons  or  more  and  going 
directly  to  the  ports  they  are  destined  to  go  to,  in  this  case,  in 
Spain. 

SEAWAY  SIZE  FACTORS 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  you  bring  into  question  the  size,  is  there  a  size 
disadvantage  to  the  Seaway? 

Mr.  Parris.  Absolutely.  The  Seaway  was  built  in  1959  to  conform 
to  the  sizes  that  then  existed  in  the  so-called  Welland  Canal,  owned 
and  operated  by  the  Canadian  government.  We  are  constrained  by 
those  sizes.  Simply  the  physical  ability  to  fit  the  ship  within  the 
lock  is  the  thing  that  constrains  us. 
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Mr.  Carr.  And  the  Welland  Canal  is  the  choke  point? 

Mr.  Parris.  There  are  eight  locks  literally  front  to  back  in  the 
Welland  Canal.  It  goes  around  the  Niagara  Falls  area.  To  expand 
those  locks,  for  instance,  would  just  be  an  enormously  expensive 
proposition.  It  would  have  to  be  undertaken  by  the  nation  of 
Canada,  which  has  its  own  economic  constraints,  as  we  all  do. 
Unless  we  do  it  bilaterally — it  would  make  absolutely  no  sense  for 
us  to  consider  expansion,  for  instance,  if  they  didn't  or  vice  versa. 

SHIP  BEAM  CAPACITY 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  beam  of  a  ship  that  can  go  through  the 
Welland  Canal? 

Mr.  Parris.  Let  me  let  Mr.  Cocci  give  you  the  details  on  that. 

Mr.  Cocci.  We  can  take  a  beam  of  78-foot,  but  most  of  the  ship 
beam  are  76.  The  locks  are  80  feet  wide.  The  largest  ship  is  730  feet 
in  length,  with  a  depth  of  26-foot  draft.  We  are  slowly  but  surely 
increasing  draft  inch-by-inch. 

Mr.  Parris.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  convinced  the  Canadians 
this  year  to  increase  the  eastbound  depth  allowances  by  3  inches 
on  the  simple  theory  that  you  can  get  an  additional  100  metric  tons 
of  cargo  per  inch  on  the  average  ship.  That  means,  obviously,  more 
return  to  the  shipper.  It  makes  us  more  competitive,  because  of 
economy  of  scale. 

FINISHED  PRODUCT  TONNAGE 

Mr.  Carr.  What  about  the  tonnage  of,  say,  finished  products? 
What  percentage  of  the  Seaway  business  has  the  bulk?  Is  it  raw 
materials  versus  finished  products? 

Mr.  Parris.  Once  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  refer  you  to 
what  has  been  furnished  to  you.  In  general  numbers,  the  bulk  total 
for  1992  is  28  million  tons.  That  is  broken  out,  £is  you  can  see,  in 
terms  of  general  total,  other  containers,  iron  and  steel,  and  that 
sort  of  thing,  for  a  total  of  about  35  million  tons  in  round  numbers 
for  1991,  the  next  column  being  1992,  and  the  total  coming  to  31 
million  tons. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  don't  appear  to  have  the  data  you're  referring  to. 

Mr.  Parris.  We  can  certainly  furnish  that  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
These  show  the  relative  differences  between  those  2  years.  We'll 
just  give  you  one  now  so  that  you  can  see  to  what  we're  referring. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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CALENDAR  YEAR  1992 
ESTIMATED  MOLO  TONNAGE,  TRANSITS,  AND  REVENUE 
AS  OF:    January  31 ,  1 993 

(tons  and  dollars  in  '000) 
FINAL 


TOTAL  CUMULATIVE  1959  TO  DATE: 


1,378,912 


CARGO: 


1991 


1992 


1992  versus  1991 
tons  % 


GftAfN 

CANADA 

U.S, 
GOVT  AID 

COAt 

Fuetoa. 

PETFtOLEUM  PROD- 
SCRAP  I  &  S 
CHE^SICAIS 
STONE 
SALT 
OTHER  BULK 

BULK  TOTAL 


POH&  STEEL 
OTHER  GENERAL 
GENERAL  TOTAL 
QRAI«)  TOTAL 


15,429 
12,041 

3,388 
159 

8,455 
591 
503 
378 
866 
36 
137 
477 
598 

1,029 

2,696 

31,354 

3,436 
20 
77 

3,533 

34,887 


12,233 

7,701 

4,532 

89 

8,727 

336 

705 

362 

615 

104 

112 

523 

560 

965 

2,695 

28,026 

3,118 

23 

171 

3,312 

31,338 


(3,196) 

(4,340) 

1,144 

(70) 

272 

(255) 

202 

(16) 

(251) 

68 

(25) 

46 

(38) 

(64) 

(1) 

(3,328) 

(318) 
3 
94 

(221) 

(3,549) 


-21% 

-36% 

34% 

-44% 

3% 

-43% 

40% 

-4% 

-29% 

189% 

-18% 

10% 

-6% 

-6% 

-0% 

-11% 

-9% 

15% 

122% 

-6% 

-10% 


TRANSITS- 
TOTAL 
LAKER 

;ean 

RATIOUB  ^_- 

TONS  PER         ^™ 
LOADED  TRANSn 


2,859 

1.961 

898 

2.37 

17.348 


2,493 

1,639 

854 

2.82 

17.032 


(366) 

(322) 

(44) 

0.45 

(0.317) 


-13% 

-16% 

-5% 

19% 

-2% 


$9,157 


$8,884 


($273) 


-3% 


Data  is  preliminary  subject  to  minor  changes. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

CONTAINER  TRAFFIC 

Mr.  Carr.  So  the  container  is  very  small. 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes,  sir,  and  there  are  obvious  reasons  for  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  are  not  obvious  to  me. 

Mr.  Parris.  It's  not  the  size  of  the  ship  so  much  as  the  time  that 
is  consumed  steaming  up  the  river.  The  sales  pitch  for  container 
traffic,  which  has  grown  dramatically  over  the  last  10  to  15  years, 
is  that  you  can  take  a  container  on  a  very  large  ship  and  take  it 
into  Baltimore  or  Newport  News  or  Albany  or  wherever,  or  even 
Quebec  or  Montreal  for  that  matter,  throw  it  on  a  railroad  train, 
and  they  advertise  that  the  next  day  it  is  at  some  plant  in  Cincin- 
nati or  whatever  its  destination  may  be. 

When  you  have  it  on  a  ship  steaming  through  the  Saint  Law- 
rence Seaway  and  it  takes  some  time  to  go  from  one  end  to  the 
other.  You  lose  that  6  days  of  steaming  time  as  opposed  to  the  ra- 
pidity of  railroad  transportation  place  it  on  the  back  of  a  truck  and 
have  it  at  some  plant  which  utilizes  just-in-time  production  proce- 
dures just  literally  the  next  day. 

We  take  more  time  to  steam  a  ship  full  of  containers  from  the 
mouth  of  the  river  at  the  Atlantic  Ocean  to  Duluth. 

Mr.  Carr.  Given  geography,  container  ships  coming  from 
Europe — are  they  more  likely  to  go  to  Montreal  and  then  off-load 
on  rail  cars? 

Mr.  Parris.  Montreal  or  Baltimore.  There  is  big  container  traffic 
in  Baltimore. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  Montreal  itself  disadvantaged  because  it  takes  time 
to  get  the  ship  up  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  as  far  as  Montreal? 

Mr.  Parris.  It  is  to  some  degree.  It  is  about  1,000  miles  or  there- 
abouts. 

Mr.  Cocci.  The  other  problem  is  although  Montreal  is  a  leading 
container  port,  a  lot  of  them  go  across  the  river  to  Windsor.  The 
other  part  is  draft  in  Montreal.  And  this  past  year,  there  was  a  lot 
of  ice  and  in  at  least  one  instance  ships  didn't  move  for  8  days.  The 
container  is  a  just-in-time  aspect.  If  somebody  wants  to  throw  on  a 
box  or  a  package,  regular  service  on  a  timely  basis  is  key. 

OPERATING  PERIODS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Saint  Lawrence  River  to  Montreal  is  open  how 
many  months  out  of  the  year  normally? 

Mr.  Parris.  The  Seaway  operates  approximately  9  months.  In 
fact,  we're  opening  today  and — I  think  you  misunderstood — the 
river  is  open  year-round  through  Quebec.  It  is  open  year-round  to 
Montreal. 

Mr.  Carr.  Montreal  is  open  year-round? 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Then  beyond  Montreal? 

Mr.  Parris.  From  Montreal  through  our  section  of  the  area  of  re- 
sponsibility, we  operate  basically  from  April  1st  through  late  De- 
cember. We  are  opening  today,  although  we  would  tell  you  that  it 
is  very  difficult  circumstances  up  there.  We  have  had  icebreakers 
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working  and  that  sort  of  thing.  It  is  frozen  up  right  now  as  we 
speak.  It  is  very  heavy  ice  this  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  your  responsibility,  then,  is  from  south  of  Montreal 
to  where? 

Mr.  Parris.  Just  what  I  call  west  of  Montreal  to  the  mouth  of 
Lake  Ontario.  That  is  where  our  facilities  are  and  that  is  our  area 
of  responsibility.  We  have  navigational  aid  requirements  there  that 
we  maintain,  position,  and  take  up  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  put 
back  at  the  beginning  of  the  year,  and  that  sort  of  thing. 

GREAT  LAKES  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  From  a  Michigan  standpoint — this  may  be  a  little  bit 
off  the  subject — is  there  any  limitation — you  gave  me  the  dimen- 
sions of  the  Welland  Canal.  Do  you  ever  meet  shippers  who  say 
that  even  if  they  got  through  the  Welland  Canal  they  would  have 
problems  in  the  upper  Great  Lakes?  Are  the  Soo  locks  a  problem 
from  the  Seaway's  point  of  view? 

Mr.  Parris.  No,  sir.  I  don't  think  so. 

The  question  persists,  as  you  know,  about  the  amount  of  Federal 
contribution  to  the  expansion  of  the  Soo  locks,  but  in  terms  of  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway,  a  great  deal  of  traffic — I  don't  have  the 
figure  off  the  top  of  my  head — ^but  there  is  a  lot  of  inter-lake  traffic 
that  comes,  for  instance,  from  Duluth  to  Hamilton,  Canada  that 
goes  through  the  Soo  locks  that  never  get  into  what  we  call  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  system  because  it  is  strictly  locked  in  from 
one  end  of  Lake  Ontario  to  the  end  of  Lake  Superior.  It  goes 
through  the  only  lock  in  that  area — I'm  sorry,  that  should  be  Lake 
Erie.  It  can  go  anyplace  except  through  the  Soo  lock.  That  is  where 
that  argument  comes  from. 

As  you  know,  those  locks  are  operated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
They  are  1,000  feet  long  and  105  feet  wide.  The  issue  is  do  we  twin 
those  or  is  that  a  bottleneck  for  the  inter-lake  traffic  as  opposed  to 
the  traffic  that  goes  from  Duluth  Superior  all  the  way  through  the 
system  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean? 

DESTINATION  PORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  a  chart  that  might  show  the  destination 
ports  that  come  through  the  canal  as  far  as  how  many  go  to  De- 
troit, et  cetera? 

Mr.  Parris.  We  can  certainly  furnish  that  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  will  tell  you  that  the  most  active  port  for  export  through  the 
system  is  Antwerp.  I  think  the  second  one  is  Rotterdam.  I  think 
probably  the  third  is  Bremen  or  Hamburg.  Coming  into  the  system, 
again  it  varies  depending  on  the  commodities,  but  in  terms  of 
transport  of  iron  ore,  for  instance,  it  used  to  be  that  our  traffic  was 
iron  ore  steel  products  in  and  grain  out.  That  has  changed  a  little 
bit  as  the  international  markets  have  changed,  but  the  most  active 
port  on  the  system  for  grain  transport  was  Thunder  Bay  in  Ontario 
and  Duluth-Superior  in  Minnesota.  Of  course,  Detroit  is  a  very  crit- 
ical and  important  port  for  the  Great  Lakes. 

We  could  certainly  furnish  you  that  information. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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1992  ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  TONNAGE  BY  U.S.  PORTS 
RANKED  BY  TOTAL  TONNAGE  IN  METRIC  TONS 


import 

Export 

%of 

Port  or  Area 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Duluth-Superior 

122,668 

4.192.939 

4,315,607 

20.2% 

Toledo 

305.356 

2.530.488 

2,835,844 

13.2% 

Sandusky 

0 

2.342.384 

2,342,384 

10.9% 

Detroit 

1,719.669 

313,381 

2,033.050 

9.5% 

Ashtabula 

357.519 

1,371.939 

1 ,729,458 

8.1% 

Indiana-Burns  Harbor 

1,575.583 

104.565 

1,680,148 

7.8% 

Cleveland 

1 ,289.364 

340.688 

1 ,630.052 

7.6% 

Chicago 

672.667 

755.762 

1 .428.429 

6.7% 

Other  U.S.A.  Ports 

546.732 

625.160 

1.171.892 

5.5% 

Conneaut 

0 

376.746 

376.746 

1 .8% 

Milwaukee 

130.066 

143.875 

273.941 

1 .3% 

Lorain 

240,901 

6.682 

247.583 

1 .2% 

Erie 

191,492 

24,966 

216,458 

1 .0% 

Buffalo 

143.002 

54,316 

197,318 

0.9% 

Grand  Haven 

0 

190,721 

190,721 

0.9% 

Fairport 

0 

169,748 

169,748 

0.8% 

Osw/ego 

152,226 

0 

152,226 

0.7% 

Ogdensburg 

52.313 

49,742 

102,055 

0.5% 

Gary 

27.034 

72,290 

99,324 

0.5% 

Trenton  (Mich.) 

78.808 

0 

78,808 

0.4% 

Green  Bay 

18.668 

36,946 

55,614 

0.3% 

Tonawanda 

52.628 

0 

52.628 

0.2% 

Huron 

0 

26,390 

26,390 

0.1% 

Saginaw 

0 

6,154 

6,154 

0.0% 

Detroit  Area 

0 

0 

0 

0.0% 

Massena 

0 

0 

0 

0.0% 

Marquette 

0 

0 

0 

0.0% 

Lackawanna 

0 

0 

0 

0.0% 

Kenosha 

0 

0 

0 

0.0% 

Total 


7.676,696         13,735,882         21,412,578 


100.0% 


NOTE:  Includes  only  cargo  movement  through  Seaway  lock  structures, 

eliminating  duplication  on  cargo  using  both  the  Welland  Canal  and  the 
Montreal  Lake  Ontario  section. 
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SEAWAY  EFFECT  ON  U.S.  PORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Detroit  is  important  from  the  standpoint  of  inter-lake 
and  some  of  the  industrial  stuff.  I  am  just  trying  to  get  my  hands 
around  the  notion  of  freight  and  goods  and  where  they  are  and 
where  they  need  to  be.  I  am  just  wondering  how  dependent  places 
like  Cleveland,  Toledo,  and  Detroit  are  on  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway. 

Mr.  Parris.  Well,  let  me  give  you  a  very  quick  analysis  of  that, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

In  the  last  paragraph  of  my  formal  statement,  we  have  just  com- 
pleted late  last  year  a  direct  economic  impact  study  that  we  com- 
missioned. As  you  can  see  from  that,  the  experts  tell  us  that  there 
are  44,000  direct  jobs  that  come  out  of  the  maritime  activities  in 
the  Great  Lakes  system.  It  generates  almost  $2  billion  in  personal 
income,  an  average  of  $44,000  per  person,  $1.7  billion  in  corporate 
revenue,  $91  million  in  State  and  local  tgixes. 

The  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  and  its  activities  are  an  important 
economic  asset  to  the  Heartland  of  America,  Mr.  Chairman.  You 
know  that  and  I  am  not  telling  you  something  that  you  don't  know. 
But  it  is  very  significant,  and  this  is  just  from  the  United  States 
side  of  the  Seaway. 

When  you  add  the  Canadian  side,  the  total  annual  economic 
impact  of  the  operation  of  the  maritime  activities  of  the  Saint  Law- 
rence Seaway  is  estimated  to  be  $9  billion  a  year. 

U.S.-CANADIAN  JOINT  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Stan,  welcome  to  the  Committee.  I  have  just  one  or  two  ques- 
tions. 

Are  the  decisions  made  jointly  between  the  United  States  and 
Canada?  Do  we  have  to  get  their  check-off  or  sign-off  on  every- 
thing? 

Mr.  Parris.  On  anything  of  any  great  consequence,  Frank,  such 
as  opening  and  closing  dates,  toll  rates,  tariff  costs,  and  things  of 
that  nature.  We  are  constrained  by  the  international  agreement 
under  which  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  was  created.  We  can't  do 
anything  major  unilaterally,  for  instance,  without  their  acquies- 
cence, at  least.  We  do  some  things  ourselves  unilaterally,  such  as 
marketing  promotion  programs  of  one  kind  or  another,  and  they  do 
some  things  in  the  Canadian  provinces  that  we  don't  get  involved 
with.  But  in  terms  of  the  operation  of  the  system,  it  is  totally  bi- 
national. 

CANADIAN  RAIL  SUBSIDY 

Mr.  Wolf.  On  page  3  of  your  testimony,  you  say  that  the  nega- 
tive impact  of  the  Canadian  rail  subsidy,  which  encourages  west 
coast  movement  versus  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway,  was  com- 
pounded by  the  suspension  of  grain  sales. 

Does  that  mean  that  they  were  subsidizing? 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes.  Essentially,  the  way  it  works,  Mr.  Wolf,  is  that 
the  Canadian  Wheat  Board — and  I  am  not  a  great  expert  in  all 
this — they  buy  the  product  from  the  prairie  farmers  in  Saskatche- 
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wan.  They  pay  a  certain  government-established  price,  and  then 
the  Wheat  Board  determines  where  that  grain  goes,  what  it  costs, 
how  it  gets  there,  and  that  sort  of  thing.  There  have  been  a  great 
number  of  meetings  and  a  lot  of  discussion  about  this  between  my 
counterpart  and  the  Minister  of  Transport  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment of  Canada  with  the  various  provincial  governments — in  On- 
tario, for  instance,  a  lady  by  the  name  of  Mrs.  Martin. 

There  is  about  4  million  tons  a  year  that  is  subsidized  by  the  Ca- 
nadian government  at  an  enormous  expense  to  go  west  through  the 
prairie  provinces.  It  is  an  old  historic  situation  and  they  have  big 
facilities  in  Vancouver. 

So  they  take  all  this  wheat  to  Vancouver,  put  it  on  a  ship,  take  it 
all  the  way  down  through  the  Panama  Canal  and  back  to  Antwerp. 
You  could  do  that  for  much  less  cost  if  you  simply  took  it  to  Thun- 
der Bay  out  the  Great  Lakes  because  the  Great  Lakes  is  1,800  miles 
closer  to  Northern  Europe  than  Mobile,  Alabama,  and  Vancouver 
is  3,000  or  4,000  miles  away.  It  is  simply  the  cost  to  transport. 

But  that  is  an  internal  Canadian  decision. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  it  a  political  decision  based  on  their 

Mr.  Parris.  I  don't  mean  this  in  a  critical  way,  but  I  believe  they 
have  these  facilities  that  have  been  built  by  the  government  of 
Canada  and  they  simply  have  to  use  them.  So  they  are  very  indi- 
rectly subsidizing  the  cost  of  that  wheat  by  trying  to  justify  spend- 
ing the  money  to  ship  that  commodity  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Which  then  hurts  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway. 

Mr.  Parris.  It  brings  our  cargo  down. 

I  should  add  that  the  Canadian  Seaway  Authority  has  lost  some 
money  this  year  because  of  the  reduction  in  tonnage  because  they 
live  off  the  tolls  as  opposed  to  us  who  do  not.  They  generate  about 
$60  million  to  $65  million  per  year  in  tolls  and  they  keep  that  as 
government  revenue. 

NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE  TRADE  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  Does  this  decision  have  any  bearing  on  the  free  trade 
agreement  that  we  have  with  Canada,  or  is  it  solely  under  their 
own  jurisdiction? 

Mr.  Parris.  It  is  a  sovereign  policy  decision  determined  by  the 
nation  of  Canada,  which  does  have — and  we  have  tried  to  suggest 
to  the  trade  representatives  offices  in  the  prior  Administration — 
and  we  will  continue  to  do  so  in  this  one — that  they  should  be  con- 
scious of  the  fact  that  it  is  in  a  way  an  indirect  subsidy.  That  argu- 
ment is  being  made  by  my  counterpart  in  Canada  literally  every 
day  because  it  means  money  to  his  corporation.  It  is  a  crown  corpo- 
ration in  Canada  as  well. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  much  of  what  they  do  does  have  a  direct  impact  on 
you? 

Mr.  Parris.  Absolutely.  And  that  is  why  we  are  very  much  in- 
volved in  those  discussions. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  our  Government  ever  raised  this  issue?  Has  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  ever  raised  this  issue,  or  is  this  just  a 
hot  political  item? 

Mr.  Parris.  We  tried  to  get  the  former  Administration's  trade 
representative  when  they  were  discussing  the  free  trade  agreement 
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to  make  some  kind  of  a  pitch — we  will  give  you  10  tons  of  Canadi- 
an bacon  for  10  tons  of  Canadian  grain,  or  something. 

As  you  know,  prior  to  my  taking  this  position,  there  was  some 
decision  not  to  include  transportation  in  the  discussion  of  the  free 
trade  agreement.  What  is  happening  in  the  NAFTA,  I  am  not  a 
part  of. 

REDUCING  TOLLS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  the  Committee  should  put  some  language  in  or 
do  something  urging  Mr.  Kantor,  the  trade  representative,  to  at 
least  look  at  this.  You  may  not  be  able  to  eliminate  the  problem, 
but  you  could  reduce  the  problem. 

Would  reducing  tolls  be  a  good  idea? 

Mr.  Parris.  Absolutely,  and  I  have  said  so  publicly  and  frequent- 
ly. I  should  tell  you  that  we  are  entering  into — and  already  have  ini- 
tiated the  discussion  of  the  toll  arrangement  this  year.  My  prede- 
cessor had  an  agreement  that  tolls  would  be  established  on  a  3-year 
program,  which  expires  this  year.  So  we  have  already  begun  the 
negotiation  of  what  the  future  tolls  are  going  to  be,  which  is  obvi- 
ously a  direct  cost  to  the  industry. 

As  I  have  indicated,  the  Canadians  generated  about  $65  million 
last  year  in  terms  of  toll  income.  If  we  could  rebate  that  back  to 
the  shippers — which  we  do  on  our  side — it  would  represent  a  direct 
reduction  in  cost  to  moving  X  number  of  tons  of  whatever  the  com- 
modity is  through  the  system.  That  makes  us  obviously  more  cost- 
competitive,  just  like  that.  I  think  that  is  an  awfully  good  idea. 

However,  that  is  a  decision  for  Mr.  Mulroney  or  his  successor  to 
make. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  basis  for  our  Government?  Who  would 
talk  about  the  tolls? 

Mr.  Parris.  I  assume  that  the  trade  representative's  office  would 
have  a  legitimate  interest  in  that,  but  quite  frankly,  we  are  trying 
to  do  it.  I  should  say  in  all  honesty  that  the  Canadian  authority  is 
trying  to  do  it.  They  are  trying  to  be  more  competitive. 

The  industry  has  recommended — and  there  has  been  a  parlia- 
mentary subcommittee  on  transportation  very  much  similar  to 
your  subcommittee,  I  am  sure,  that  has  recommended — that  they 
at  least  freeze  the  tolls  if  not  reduce  them  for  a  period  of  5  years; 
that  they  do  something  about  pilotage  costs,  which  is  very  impor- 
tant; that  they  increase  the  draft  in  the  system  to  27  feet  as  op- 
posed to  26.3  down-bound,  et  cetera — make  some  operational 
changes. 

The  industry  has  recommended  all  those  things  to  the  nation  of 
Canada,  but  it  is  very  much  like  the  Congress.  If  the  Parliament 
doesn't  do  those  things,  then  it  doesn't  get  done. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  this  is  an  issue  that  the  Clinton  Administra- 
tion ought  to  raise  with  the  new  Prime  Minister. 

Mr.  Parris.  That  is  one  of  the  justifications,  Mr.  Wolf,  of  why  my 
position  is  one  that  is  designed  to  provide  continuity  of  manage- 
ment because  these  things  tend  to  get  a  little  complicated.  They 
are  not  easy.  You  are  dealing  with  two  sovereign  nations  with  dif- 
fering interests  and  financial  considerations  and  all  the  rest  of  it. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Has  there  ever  been  a  time  when  they  have  tried  to 
reduce  tolls? 

Mr.  Parris.  We  have  adopted  a  program  of  what  we  call  incen- 
tive tolls,  which  are  based  on  new  business,  on  additional  volumes, 
and  things  of  that  kind.  This  year,  we  rebated  back  directly  on  in- 
centives something  like  $750,000  on  about  3  million  tons,  which  is  a 
direct  reduction  in  cost  to  the  shippers,  which  again  makes  us  more 
competitive. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  they  don't  do  that? 

Mr.  Parris.  We  do  that  in  conjunction  with  the  Canadians. 

EUROPEAN  TRADE 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  about  Eastern  Europe?  You  keep  hearing  about 
the  trade  opportunities  for  Eastern  Europe.  What  are  the  opportu- 
nities there?  Where  do  you  serve  if  you  go  into  Eastern  Europe? 
What  ports? 

Mr.  Parris.  Literally  all  of  them,  Mr.  Wolf,  including  Antwerp, 
Hamburg,  Bremen,  some  on  the  Mediterranean  coast,  Italy,  North 
Africa.  In  my  opinion,  low-sulfur  coal  transport  through  the  system 
is  the  wave  of  the  future  and  the  potential  for  the  future  of  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  in  terms  of  traffic. 

It  has  been  a  little  disappointing  lately,  frankly,  because  of  the 
economic  circumstances,  particularly  in  Western  Europe  and  West 
Germany,  precisely,  where  the  market  for  the  export  of  Powder 
River  Basin  coal  largely  from  the  United  States  has  been  dramati- 
cally down. 

Prior  to  your  arrival,  I  mentioned  to  the  chairman  that  we  are 
told  by  people  in  the  business  that  the  demand  in  Europe — particu- 
larly in  Western  Europe,  although  in  Eastern  Europe  they  are  get- 
ting more  demand — but  the  coal  transports  from  the  western 
United  States  are  dramatically  down.  That  is  due  to  two  things. 
One  is  the  unfortunate  economic  circumstances  in  Western  Europe. 
And  also  the  South  Africans  and  the  Indonesians  are  opening  up  a 
new  low-sulfur  high-quality  very  competitive  product.  They  can 
carry  them  in  Panama-size  vessels  with  economy  of  scale,  which 
makes  it  very  difficult  for  the  Powder  River  Basin  people  and  the 
transport  costs  that  are  represented  in  the  railroad  shipments  and 
all  the  rest  to  compete. 

Just  as  a  round  number  off  the  top  of  my  head,  Mr.  Wolf,  you 
might  remember  that  there  is  an  estimate  that  to  carry  a  ton  of 
material  one  mile  in  a  truck,  it  costs  about  10  cents.  To  carry  that 
same  bulk  commodity  in  a  train  costs  about  3  cents.  To  carry  a  ton 
of  the  same  commodity  in  a  ship  costs  about  1  cent. 

Aside  from  all  the  environmental  constraints  of  used  tires  and 
the  utilization  of  fuels  and  all  the  rest  of  that,  it  is  strictly  an  eco- 
nomic decision.  If  you  ran  a  coal  mine  in  Montana,  you  could  care 
less  how  the  product  gets  to  Spain,  so  long  as  the  guy  in  Spain  is 
paying  the  bill,  he  is  going  to  get  it  there  the  cheapest  way  he  can. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much.  It  was  good  seeing  you. 

Mr.  Parris.  It  is  good  to  see  you. 

I  mentioned  to  the  chairman  earlier  that  is  nice  to  be  here 
with  your  new  assignment,  his  new  assignment,  and  my  friend 
and    neighbor    from    Virginia.    It    is    always    good    to    see    you. 
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Thank  you. 

COAL  SHIPMENT  COMPETITION 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Parris,  I  am  just  trying  to  get  my  arms  around 
some  of  the  macro  issues  concerning  the  financial  health  of  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway,  so  please  bear  with  me  in  some  of  these 
questions. 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  still  working  on  this  coal  being  shipped  to  the 
port  of  New  Orleans.  I  know  very  little  about  barge  operations.  Do 
the  barges  that  go  up  and  down  the  Mississippi  River  pay  tolls  at 
the  various  locks? 

Mr.  Parris.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  maintains  those 
locks? 

Mr.  Parris.  That  is  my  understanding. 

TOLLS  HISTORICALLY 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  don't  you  give  me  again  the  history  as  to  why  we 
charge  tolls  at  all  on  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway? 

Mr.  Parris.  I  will  share  with  you  a  project  that  we  are  working 
on  that  I  had  intended  to  come  to  your  office  about.  I  won't  take  a 
lot  of  time  on  this.  When  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  was  initially 
created  in  1959,  under  bilateral  arrangements,  our  portion  of  the 
cost  of  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  was  supposed  to  be  repaid  as  a 
result  of  the  imposition  of  tolls,  and  we  did  that  for  some  time. 

In  1954,  it  was  determined — and  we  were  supposed  to  pay  back, 
if  you  will,  the  construction  costs  of  the  American  portion  of  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway — the  Canadians  have  always  utilized  the 
concept  of  user  fees  to  pay  for  the  facility  and  still  do.  In  1986,  the 
Congress  determined  that  it  would  be  advantageous,  for  jobs  in 
Michigan,  if  we  rebated  those  tolls.  We  were  constrained  to  collect 
those  tolls  as  a  result  of  the  original  treaties  that  created  the 
system. 

So  what  happens  is  that  we  pay  in  this  case  about  $90,000  a  year 
to  the  Canadian  authority,  this  counterpart  of  ours.  They  collect  all 
the  tolls  and  then  they  rebate  monthly  through  Mr.  Margosian's 
office  to  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation  and 
we  then  send  that  money  directly  to  the  Treasury  Department  and 
it  is  rebated  by  the  Treasury  back  to  the  shippers.  As  I  have  indi- 
cated, the  Canadians  keep  theirs.  They  operate  their  government, 
to  some  extent,  with  that  income. 

That  has  been  true  since  1959.  We  have  suggested — and  we  hope 
to  be  coming  to  the  Congress  very  shortly,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
talked  to  the  chairman  of  the  Northeast  midwest  Coalition  to  con- 
sider the  possibility  of  legislation  that  would  eliminate  the  collec- 
tion of  the  tolls  altogether  for  the  American  operation.  That  is 
strictly  an  embryonic  idea  that  may  not  work.  Maybe  nobody  will 
like  it,  but  we  are  going  to  at  least  fly  it  past  somebody.  Why  are 
we  doing  it  at  all  if  we  can  make  it  better  for  the  industry  and  not 
tie  up  their  capital  and  increase  their  costs? 
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It  is  kind  of  ineffective,  quite  honestly,  to  collect  this  money  and 
then  rebate  it.  You  have  people  at  the  Treasury  Department  that 
are  getting  paid  to  do  all  this,  and  it  doesn't  make  any  sense. 

We  are  going  to  approach  that.  I  don't  mean  to  make  too  much 
out  of  it  because  obviously  we  would  have  to  get  the  approval  of 
the  legislative  arm  of  the  Department  of  Transportation,  although 
I  have  mentioned  this  to  some  of  the  people  at  the  Department,  al- 
though not  the  Secretary  as  yet.  I  am  also  going  to  explore  it  with 
some  of  those  of  you  who  are  involved  with  this  in  the  Congress. 

If  this  flies— and  I  think  it  should— then  we  will  do  it.  If  not, 
then  we  won't. 

But  that  is  where  it  all  came  from.  It  is  just  historic.  It  was  cre- 
ated that  way. 

BARGE  FUEL  TAX 

Mr.  Carr.  I  appreciate  you  putting  that  on  the  record  for  us.  The 
difficulty,  of  course,  is  that  if  we're  going  to  apply  user  fees— I 
don't  care  which  way  we  go  here,  but  I  think  we  ought  to  be  even- 
handed.  If  we  are  going  to  apply  user  fees  to  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway,  then  we  ought  to  apply  user  fees  to  the  Mississippi  River. 
We  should  not  put  one  mode  at  a  competitive  disadvantage. 

With  all  due  respect  to  our  friends  along  the  Mississippi  River 
who  would  probably  not  like  to  hear  me  say  this,  they  ought  to  be 
on  equal  footing  with  those  of  us  in  the  Great  Lakes.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  they  are  insistent  on  not — right  now,  I  understand  that 
some  of  them  are  raising  the  roof  over  the  diesel  fuel  for  barges. 
They  are  going  politically  nuts  over  that  one. 

Would  that  affect  you  folks?  Are  there  shippers  who  would  fall 
under  the  proposal  for  the  fuel  tax  for  barges?  Would  that  touch 
you  at  all? 

Mr.  Parris.  Very  few,  Mr.  Chairman.  Almost  none.  Although  it 
would  obviously  make  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  a  great  deal 
more  competitive  because  oceangoing  vessels  would  not  be  paying 
this  enormous  barge  fuel  tax  that  is  being  proposed  by  the  Admin- 
istration. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  barge  traffic  in  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway? 

Mr.  Parris.  Very  nominal. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  helpful  to  shed  some  light  on  that. 

Mr.  Parris.  It  is  not  a  level  playing  field,  Mr.  Chairman.  For  in- 
stance, we  have  put  $2  billion  in  the  Tombigbee  Canal. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  How  is  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Cor- 
poration going  to  handle  its  share  of  President  Clinton's  proposed 
FTE  reductions? 

Mr.  Parris.  We  are  going  to  do  that  through  attrition.  We  can  do 
that  very  nicely.  This  is  not  a  large  operation,  as  you  know.  We 
will  do  it  through  retirement  procedures.  This  budget  reflects  a  re- 
duction in  the  administrative  costs  consistent  with  OMB's  recom- 
mendations. 
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TRADE  MISSIONS 


Mr.  Carr.  The  corporation  has  sponsored  10  trade  missions  since 
1985.  Next  month,  you  are  proposing  to  go  to  the  Pacific  Rim.  You 
can  argue  this  both  ways.  Since  1985,  the  tonnage  moving  through 
the  system  has  decHned  by  about  12  percent.  I  suppose  you  could 
say  that  if  you  didn't  go  on  these  missions  it  would  have  declined 
more.  But  the  missions  themselves  don't  seem  to  be  paying  a  posi- 
tive dividend.  You  indicated  in  your  testimony  that  most  of  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  business  is  going  toward  Europe. 

Is  it  realistic  to  think  that  somebody  in  the  Pacific  Rim  is  even 
remotely  interested  in  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway? 

Mr.  Parris.  Well,  we  do  about  1  million  tons  per  year  now  from 
the  Pacific  Rim  ports,  44  percent  of  which  comes  from  Australia  or 
Japan.  Obviously,  there  are  others  such  as  Taiwan,  Singapore,  and 
Bangkok.  We  are  going  to  the  Pacific  Rim  largely  at  the  suggestion 
of  the  industry. 

In  terms  of  trade  missions,  Mr.  Chairman,  since  1985  we  have 
taken  under  the  so-called  lOGA  Department  of  Commerce  trade 
promotion  program  ,204  industry  representatives  of  one  kind  or  an- 
other. These  are  labor  leaders,  port  directors,  shipping  representa- 
tives. There  have  been  204  people,  representing  67  organizations,  in 
52  programs  in  38  cities  and  24  countries. 

The  industry  adopted — and  some  of  the  signatories  of  this  are  a 
number  of  the  Canadian  Marine  Pilots  and  Canadian  Merchant 
Service  Guild,  the  Chamber  of  Maritime  Commerce,  the  Great 
Lakes  Commission,  International  Association  of  Great  Lakes 
Ports — signatories  to  the  so-called  Declaration  of  Indiana.  Principle 
number  four  of  their  principles  to  make  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway  continue  to  be  cost-effective  as  an  alternative — and  very 
honestly  to  keep  the  railroads  honest  in  terms  of  their  rate- 
making — their  fourth  principle  is  that  marketing  the  Great  Lakes 
Saint  Lawrence  maritime  system  is  an  essential  trade  development 
activity. 

I  agree  with  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  very  candidly,  I  think  if 
you  or  I  were  to  seriously  suggest  that  we  ought  to  reduce  our  mar- 
keting efforts,  we  would  create  quite  a  degree  of  opposition  to  that 
proposal  from  the  maritime  industry  and  Great  Lakes  States. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  guess  my  comment  is  not  so  critical  of  marketing.  I 
think  we  need  to  do  that.  It  is  just  the  mix  of  what  kind  of  market- 
ing you  do  and  whether  trade  missions,  per  se,  really  have  as  high 
a  pay-off  as  an  alternative  form  of  spending  that  same  amount  of 
money. 

Mr.  Parris.  But  we  also  do  a  great  deal  of  exhibiting,  if  you  will, 
sometimes  in  conjunction  with  the  Seaway  Authority  of  Canada,  at 
coal  transportation  expositions  and  at  conferences  at  one  kind  or 
another  just  to  get  people — businessmen  are  no  different  than  you 
and  I.  They  tend  to  do  things  that  they  have  always  done  because 
they  just  do  them  that  way.  We  try  to  say,  "Hey,  guys,  the  next 
time  you  are  going  to  ship  X  tons  of  so-and-so  to  such-and-such,  if  it 
is  destination  specific,  then  you  ought  to  at  least  have  your  market- 
ing people  in  your  transportation  division  cost  the  Seaway." 
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That  is  all  we  try  to  do.  I  will  give  you  one  specific  example.  Al- 
though the  direct  connection  is  very  difficult  to  establish,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

We  went  to  Bilbao,  Spain,  in  literally  my  first  month  in  this  posi- 
tion 2  years  ago,  and  we  brought  with  us  an  industry  representa- 
tive and  negotiated  with  embassy  foreign  commercial  service  assist- 
ance, we  got  him  together  with  the  in-country  business  representa- 
tives in  the  utilities  in  Spain.  They  literally  negotiated  on  the  spot 
a  delivery  of  about  25,000  tons  of  Powder  River  Basin  coal. 

Everybody  gave  a  little.  We  got  the  terminal  operator  in  Superi- 
or to  give  him  a  good  rate.  We  got  the  Burlington  Northern  Rail- 
road to  give  him  an  attractive  rail  transport  rate.  We  got  the  coal 
company  to  cut  its  price  a  little  bit.  And  we  did  all  this  in  order  to 
prove  that  we  could  do  this.  And  it  worked  very  well.  That  came 
directly  out  of  the  Seaway  trade  mission. 

I  was  there  and  I  saw  them  sit  down  at  a  table  and  work  this 
thing  out.  As  I  said,  we  tried  to  get  another  250,000  tons  this  year. 
As  a  business  judgment,  they  just  decided  it  was  cheaper — in  my 
opinion  because  of  the  Canadian  tolls — to  go  through  Mobile. 

I  can't  do  anything  about  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  would  again 
remind  you  that  we  did  ship  31  million  tons  of  product  through  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway.  So  it  is  not  like  the  gentlemen  and  ladies 
that  operate  these  facilities  in  Upstate  New  York  weren't  doing 
anj^hing.  It  could  have  been  more,  but  one  thing  we  can't  do  is 
generate  international  markets  when  they  aren't  there. 

MARKETING  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  people  do  you  have  in  marketing,  per  se? 

Mr.  Parris.  I  guess  four,  including  secretarial  assistants  and 
people  of  that  kind. 

Our  director  of  marketing  is  here.  He  has  one  person  who  works 
very  closely  with  him.  We  all  sort  of  do  part  of  all  that.  They  have 
a  secretarial  person — I  guess  three  to  four  persons  who  largely  con- 
centrate on  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  be  the  marketing  budget  of  the  Saint 
Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation? 

Mr.  Parris.  It  varies  from  year  to  year  and  it  depends  upon  how 
you  assign  it.  When  you  take  a  percentage  of  our  indirect  costs — 
rent,  heat,  light,  and  all  of  that  sort  of  thing — and  spread  it  across 
our  operation,  my  simple  answer  would  be  something  around 
$225,000  for  personnel  costs,  and  probably  $106,000  would  be  their 
percentage  of  what  is  our  heat  and  lights  and  administrative  costs. 

In  terms  of  direct  promotional  activities,  I  would  say  to  you  that 
we  spend  approximately  $347,000  a  year.  It  is  difficult  to  directly 
pinpoint  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  doesn't  seem  like  a  lot  of  money. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  be  glad  to. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  you  ever  thought  about  contracting  with  an  out- 
side company  on  a  1-year  basis  to  market  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway,  just  a  one-time  appropriation  and  pick  a  large  marketing 
PR  firm  to  market  it? 
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Mr.  Parris.  We  do  this  marketing  in  conjunction  with  the  Cana- 
dians, again,  Mr.  Wolf.  You  have  to  understand  that  we  Uterally 
are  constrained  to  do  just  about  everything  we  do  with  the  approv- 
al of  the  Canadians.  The  answer  is  that  I  would  be  delighted  to 
pursue  that,  but,  I  would  remind  you  that  in  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway  Development  Corporation  every  single  employee  is  a  civil 
servant,  other  than  I  who  is  a  presidential  appointee  confirmed  by 
the  Senate.  This  is  not  a  political  organization.  These  are  Govern- 
ment employees.  We  have  those  four  or  five  people  on  the  payroll 
and  that  is  what  they  do.  In  my  opinion,  they  do  it  very  well. 

The  industry  is  very  supportive  of  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  was  not  inferring  that  you  would  change  them,  but 
maybe  on  a  one-time  basis  with  $100,000  or  something  like  that, 
you  could  hire  an  outside  contractor  in  the  private  sector  with 
somebody  who  does  this  full-time  for  a  living. 

Mr.  Parris.  We  have  discussed  those  types  of  things  and  we  will 
continue  to  do  so,  Frank.  I  assure  you  that  we  will  pursue  it.  But 
with  all  due  respect,  I  would  suggest  to  you  that  if  we  got  Booz 
Allen  for  $1  million,  and  they  came  up  with  the  greatest  thing 
since  sliced  bread,  the  Canadians  are  not  going  to  sell  wheat  to  the 
Russians  if  they  don't  pay  the  bill.  That  is  39  percent  of  our  cargo 
in  terms  of  grain,  which  is  our  biggest  commodity  this  year. 

Booz  Allen  is  not  going  to  write  checks  to  Mr.  Yeltsin  so  that  he 
can  pay  the  Canadians. 

MEETINGS  WITH  CANADIAN  COUNTERPARTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  think  it  would  be  helpful  to  the  future  of  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  if  at  some  point  when  you  meet  your  coun- 
terparts in  Canada — how  often  do  you  do  that? 

Mr.  Parris.  Every  10  days  or  something  like  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  meeting  or  do  you  just  talk  on  the  phone? 

Mr.  Parris.  Both.  We  have  a  very  close  relationship.  I  have  a 
very  high  regard  for  the  gentleman  who  is  my  counterpart. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  do  you  meet? 

Mr.  Parris.  Everywhere.  He  is  in  Washington  some.  We  were  at 
a  joint  meeting  of  the  Canadian  shipping  industry  in  Tampa,  Flori- 
da 2  weeks  ago  and  spent  quite  some  time  talking  about  tolls  and 
this  and  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  you  have  a  formal  meeting  when  you  are  together, 
or  is  this  just  two  people  together? 

Mr.  Parris.  That  and  staff.  Sometimes  it  is  formal.  I  serve,  as  a 
function  of  this  job,  as  the  vice  president  of  the  International 
Bridge  Corporation.  We  operate  bridges  back  and  forth  across  the 
Saint  Lawrence  River  that  are  jointly  owned  and  operated. 

We  meet  literally  constantly.  As  we  speak,  the  gentleman  who  is 
the  chief  of  staff  of  our  office  here  in  Washington  is  at  the  opening 
ceremonies  being  conducted  by  the  Canadians  of  the  Seaway  today. 
The  first  ship  is  hopefully  going  through  the  locks  as  we  speak,  if 
we  can  get  the  ice  out  of  the  way. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  it  be  helpful  if  at  some  point — maybe  a  point  at 
which  you  would  advise  us — where  there  would  be  a  meeting  of 
yourselves,  the  legislators  both  from  the  authorizing  and  appropri- 
ating committees  on  our  side  and  legislators  from  the  Canadian 


176 

Parliament  who  have  the  deepest  interest  in  Seaway  matters  so 
that  the  Canadians  could  go  back  to  their  Parliament  and  say  that 
they  would  like  to  do  this,  that,  and  the  other,  but  that  we  on  the 
other  side  of  the  border  have  a  different  idea  and  they  can't  do  it. 
Would  it  be  helpful  to  get  everybody  together  at  least  once? 

Mr.  Parris.  We  have  tried  to  organize  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
as  close  as  we  have  come  recently  was  done  as  a  result  of  an  indus- 
try initiative  just  several  weeks  ago  with  Mrs.  Kaptur  and  Senator 
Glenn  as  co-chairmen  of  the  Northeast-Midwest  Coalition. 

Some  of  the  industry  got  some  Members  of  Congress  together  for 
breakfast  a  few  days  ago  and  talked  about  some  of  these  things. 
The  Canadians  are  having  a  Great  Lakes  Day  in  Ottawa  in  May 
sometime  to  talk  to  their  members  and  representatives  in  their 
government.  We  are  attempting  to>do  that. 

But  I  will  tell  you  that  even  though  the  subcommittee  on  trans- 
portation of  Parliament  suggested  that  they  freeze  the  tolls  and 
some  of  these  other  things,  all  of  that  was  tabled.  That  is  Canada's 
decision  and  there  is  very  little  we  can  do  about  that.  They  have 
their  economic  problems.  As  you  know,  there  are  some  political 
changes  taking  place  up  there.  So  it  is  very  much  like  the  way  this 
thing  works  around  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  I  am  not  totally 
unfamiliar  with.  To  just  get  people  to  focus  on  the  problem  is  some- 
times very  difficult. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  must  confess — and  I  am  new  in  this  particular  posi- 
tion— but  I  wouldn't  know  who  to  call  in  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
to  even  talk  to  them  about  Seaway  matters. 

Mr.  Parris.  We  will  most  certainly  try  to  correct  that  situation, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  welcome  your  involvement  at  any  time  in 
these  matters  because  in  terms  of  the  45,000  people  I  mentioned  to 
you  who  have  jobs  as  a  result  of  what  we  do  in  the  maritime  indus- 
try in  the  Great  Lakes  and  the  economic  activity  that  it  repre- 
sents— if  we  could  increase  that  by  increasing  the  number  of  people 
that  are  impacted  to  empty  a  ship  in  Detroit  10  times  a  day  instead 
of  5  times  a  day — that  is  the  reason  we  are  here.  We  would  wel- 
come your  involvement  in  that  to  try  to  make  it  more  competitive. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  you  talk  to  your  counterpart  in  Canada  the 
next  time,  please  mention  to  him  that  you  have  heard  some  inter- 
est from  at  least  one  of  the  Members  of  Congress  who  could  do  a 
little  something  to  help  out.  If  your  counterpart  is  coming  to  Wash- 
ington, ask  him  to  bring  some  of  the  Parliamentary  leaders  with 
him.  If  that  doesn't  work,  maybe  sometime  when  you're  going  to 
Canada  you  could  invite  some  of  us,  including  members  of  the  au- 
thorizing committee,  to  see  if  we  couldn't  attend  with  you  and  have 
some  kind  of  a  meeting  of  what  is  going  on. 

If  you  wait  until  you  get  every  longshoreman,  seafarer,  merchant 
shipper  and  everybody  else  involved — and  I  know  you  work  with 
them  closely — I  would  just  think  that  government-to-government 
would  work.  I  would  be  willing  to  adjust  my  schedule  to  see  that 
we  did  that. 

I  am  sure  we  could  work  something  out,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Parris.  We  will  certainly  attempt  to  do  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE  TRADE  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  What  do  you  think  the  impact  of  NAFTA  would  be  on 
the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  operation? 

Mr.  Parris.  I  think  it  will  be  very  minimal.  What  happens  in 
terms  of  the  inter-coastal  waterway  through  from  Mobile  to  Pasca- 
goula,  Mississippi,  Corpus  Christi,  et  cetera  does  not  necessarily 
affect  us — shipment  of  transportation  products,  particularly  com- 
modity products,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  destination  specific.  If  you 
want  to  ship  steel  to  Detroit,  you're  not  likely  to  unload  them  in 
Corpus  Christi,  Texas  and  rail  them  up  because  it  is  simply  cheap- 
er to  put  them  on  a  ship  and  take  them  down  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway. 

The  reverse  is  true.  You're  not  going  to  put  something  on  a  ship 
and  bring  it  from  Leningrad  and  unload  it  in  Duluth  if  it  is  going 
to  Corpus  Christi.  That  is  just  the  way  the  market  works.  And  this 
is  a  market-driven  situation. 

I  have  said  many  times — and  I  don't  mean  it  facetiously — I  think 
the  United  States  will  and  should  continue  to  operate  the  Saint 
Lawrence  Seaway  if  only  literally  five  ships  a  month  go  through 
the  system  just  as  an  alternative  transportation  route.  But  the 
product  has  to  be  destination  specific. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  long  does  it  take  a  ship  to  get  from  Montreal  to 
Cleveland  or  Toledo? 

Mr.  Cocci.  That  would  be  about  2  days.  From  Duluth  to  Montre- 
al, given  good  weather  conditions,  you're  talking  about  4  days. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  just  trying  to  think  of  what  land  bridges  might 
be  opening  up  in  the  Great  Lakes  for  shipment  from  Northern 
Europe  to  Mexico  that  might  either  come  up  and  off-load  at  Mon- 
treal for  rail  to  Mexico  or  might  go  up  as  far  as  Cleveland  or  De- 
troit and  get  on  a  rail  car  to  Mexico. 

Mr.  Parris.  I  think  you  will  find  most  of  that  traffic,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  go  through  Houston  just  because  of  the  economy  of  scale. 
They  can  load  Panama  Canal  ships  of  160,000  tons,  180,000  tons- 
whatever— as  opposed  to  our  average  ship  of  18,000  tons.  It  is  the 
same  thing.  You  can  shove  160,000  tons  of  something  through  the 
water  cheaper  than  you  can  18,000  tons  at  a  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  in  other  words,  the  Great  Lakes,  as  you  pointed 
out,  are  mainly  origination  and  destination  specific.  There  is  not 
much  going  through  the  Great  Lakes  that  is  really  destined  for 
places  beyond. 

Mr.  Parris.  Precisely. 

SEAWAY  RAIL  CONNECTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  terms  of  teaming  with  the  railroad  to  Duluth  or  Su- 
perior, who  are  the  logical  rail  partners  to  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway?  Obviously,  not  Burlington  Northern. 

Mr.  Parris.  There  are  something  like  five  railroads  that  directly 
serve. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  the  eastern  side  of  the  Great  Lakes — there  are  five 
rail  companies  that  serve  Detroit.  I  don't  know  about  Toledo  and 
Cleveland. 

I  am  talking  about  marketing  again.  Is  there  a  partner  you  can 
team  with  in  terms  of  rail  companies  to 
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Mr.  Lewis.  I  am  Bob  Lewis. 

Most  of  your  carriers,  in  terms  of  container  shipping — for  in- 
stance, going  to  the  east  coast,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Baltimore — 
you  are  in  direct  competition.  Their  main  movement  is  going  to  be 
collecting  of  containerization  in  the  midwest  and  moving  it  to  the 
east  coast  ports,  or  to  gulf  ports. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  Burlington  Northern  own  a  barge  company? 

Mr.  Lewis.  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  believe  CSX  owns  a  barge  company. 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes,  they  do. 

Mr.  Lewis.  You're  right.  CSX  does,  as  well  as  a  steamship  line. 

ZEBRA  MUSSELS 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Regula? 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Have  zebra  mussels  been  a  problem  for  you? 

Mr.  Parris.  Not  really,  Mr.  Regula,  other  than  our  water  intake 
systems.  We  have  a  specific  request  in  this  year's  budget,  in  order 
to  meet  some  of  the  New  York  Health  Department  requirements, 
to  upgrade  some  of  our  water  supplies  for  the  operating  facilities  in 
Upstate  New  York.  They  tend  to  clog  up  the  intakes  for  the  water 
supply. 

But  in  terms  of  the  valves  and  the  things  that  operate  the  locks, 
they  are  just  enormous  in  size  and  the  zebra  mussels,  although  un- 
sightly, have  not  proven  to  be  an  operational  problem  of  any  great 
consequence. 

PASSENGER  AND  PLEASURE  VESSELS 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  have  any  element  of  control  on  the  pleasure 
boating  industry?  Obviously  they  have  to  use  the  locks.  I  assume 
you  control  the  locks.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes,  sir.  Only  in  terms  of  tolls.  We  are  in  the  process 
of  negotiating  this  year  the  extension  of  the  toll  arrangements  with 
the  Seaway  Authority  of  Canada.  We  have  had  under  our  incentive 
toll  program  a  differentiation  of  one  passenger  craft  which  was 
"new  business"  and  now  that  has  proven  to  be  objectionable  to  the 
other  preexisting  passenger  service  operators.  So  we  are  discussing 
with  Canada  the  uniformity  of  passenger  service.  I  think  that  is  ob- 
viously a  growing  industry  in  that  part  of  the  world  as  well  as  in 
the  western  part  of  the  Great  Lakes  as  well.  River  boat  casino  type 
things  are  apparently  the  wave  of  the  future. 

COAST  guard  coordination 

Mr.  Regula.  I  assume  you  must  coordinate  with  the  Coast  Guard 
in  the  management  of  the  lakes? 

Mr.  Parris.  We  do  from  the  standpoint  of  ballast  inspection.  We 
actually  install,  operate,  and  maintain,  pick  up,  and  put  out  navi- 
gational aids — unique,  I  might  add,  in  the  country  other  than  the 
Coast  Guard.  They  have  a  direct  presence  in  our  administration 
building  in  Upstate  New  York.  We  do  ballast  inspections  and 
safety  compliances  and  all  that  sort  of  thing,  again,  in  conjunction 
with  the  Canadians.  We  just  negotiated  an  agreement  to  do  that  in 
Montreal  before  ships  get  into  the  American  waters  and  we  can 
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handle  other  problems  like  the  zebra  mussels.  So  we  work  very 
closely  with  the  Coast  Guard. 

As  you  know,  they  control  pilotage  costs,  which  is  an  important 
increment  of  the  cost  of  using  the  Seaway  system. 

Mr.  Regula.  Does  your  organization  maintain  the  locks? 

Mr.  Parris.  Yes.  We  do  everything  in  terms  of  operation,  main- 
taining, traffic  control,  weather  monitoring,  positioning,  and  that 
sort  of  thing. 

TOLLS 

Mr.  Regula.  In  terms  of  tolls,  do  you  think  the  tolls  represent 
the  real  cost  of  providing  the  services? 

Mr.  Parris.  Not  to  the  American  side.  You  have  to  differentiate 
between  the  Canadians  and  the  Americans.  In  terms  of  net  effect, 
we  get  zero  revenue  from  the  operation  of  the  system.  The  Canadi- 
ans generate  about  $65  million  a  year.  Were  tolls  to  be  eliminated 
as  a  decision  of  the  sovereign  nation  of  Canada,  it  would  obviously 
make  the  cost  of  shipping,  given  a  ton  of  material  through  the 
system,  dramatically  less.  We  are  trying  to  encourage  them  on  the 
wisdom  of  that  decision. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

We  have  some  questions  we  would  like  for  you  to  answer  for  the 
record. 

COAL  movements 

Mr.  Administrator,  you  have  been  working  hard  to  increase  the 
amount  of  western  coal  shipped  on  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway. 
Thus  far,  the  results  have  not  been  very  promising.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  only  one  cargo  of  Wyoming's  Powder  River  Basin 
coal  has  ever  transited  the  Great  Lakes.  That  was  a  shipment  of 
roughly  30,000  tons  in  mid-1991  bound  for  Spain. 

Is  that  accurate? 

[The  information  follows:] 

That  is  accurate.  During  August  of  1991,  the  NERCO  Coal  Co.  shipped  30,000  tons 
of  low-sulfur  coal  on  a  trial  basis  from  Duluth/Superior  to  El  Ferrol,  Spain.  The 
process  drew  enthusiastic  comments  from  the  participants  in  every  phase  of  the 
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Mr.  Carr.  Why  do  you  think  this  effort  has  been  largely  unsuc- 
cessful? 

[The  information  follows:] 

I  believe  we  have  been  successful  in  promoting  the  Seaway  route  to  all  parties 
involved  causing  many  of  them  to  consider  shipping  through  the  Seaway  for  the 
first  time.  However,  the  decision  to  use  the  Seaway  or  an  alternative  route  is  deter- 
mined by  what  is  the  best  combination  of  service  and  cost  factors  as  perceived  by 
the  customer.  To  date.  Great  Lakes  maritime  interests  have  not  been  able  to  over- 
come the  longstanding  traditional  Spanish  preference  for  the  rail/barge  route  to  the 
Gulf  for  U.S.  coal  purchases. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  there  any  hopeful  signs  that  lead  you  to  believe 
the  situation  may  change  anji;ime  soon? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Corporation  has  worked  very  hard  to  generate  interest  in  this  potential  move- 
ment but  only  the  industry  elements  in  the  total  distribution  chain  can  determine 
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to  make  it  happen.  They  have  developed  several  scenarios  for  achieving  the  sales 
and  are  working  to  improve  their  cost  competitiveness  for  this  trade.  I  am  confident 
that  they  will  continue  to  compete  for  U.S.  source  low-sulphur  coal  to  Spain  as  well 
as  other  markets  in  Europe.  However,  it  is  very  difficult  to  estimate  a  time  frame. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  cost  to  ship  a  ton  of  Powder  River  coal 
from  Wyoming  to  Montreal  via  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  com- 
pared to  the  cost  to  ship  it  by  rail  or  by  rail  and  barge  from  Wyo- 
ming to  the  gulf  coast? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Estimated  costs  per  metric  ton  via  the  alternatives  you  suggest  range  as  follows: 
Great  Lakes/Seaway/Montreal,  $17.75  to  $20.00;  Rail/Barge/New  Orleans,  $16.25 
to  $19.00;  All  rail/Mobile,  $18.75  to  $19.25. 

Mr.  Carr.  Certain  steamship  lines  have  proposed  a  priority  pas- 
sage plan  to  give  them  special  treatment  in  the  movement  of  the 
western  coal  through  the  Great  Lakes.  Please  tell  us  the  thrust  of 
their  idea  and  your  position  on  it. 

[The  information  follows:] 

That  proposal  involves  a  request  by  one  carrier,  a  Canadian  flag  laker  vessel, 
which  would  operate  from  a  lake  port  to  lower  St.  Lawrence  River  sites.  The  vessel 
would  transfer  coal  midstream  to  larger  ocean  vessels  for  the  movement  overseas. 
The  carrier  was  seeking  approval  from  the  Seaway  entities  to  allow  "priority  tran- 
sit" that  is,  movement  through  the  locks  ahead  of  other  vessels  already  awaiting 
their  turn,  in  order  to  meet  the  larger  ocean  vessel  in  a  timely  fashion. 

Our  position,  which  was  subsequently  confirmed  through  meetings  with  other 
vessel  operators  and  industry  interests,  was  that  the  proposal  was  unnecessary  be- 
cause of  the  lack  of  existing  delays,  prejudicial  to  one  company  over  others,  and  an 
infringement  of  the  traditional  first-come,  first-serve  policy  for  transit  of  the  locks. 
The  proposal  is  no  longer  under  active  consideration. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  have  been  quoted  as  supporting  incentive  tolls  for 
certain  commodities  that  could  be  worth  about  40  cents  per  ton. 

What  are  the  specifics  of  your  proposal  and  the  mechanics  re- 
quired for  its  implementation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  applicable  1993  Canadian  toll  for  coal  is  $1.37  per  metric  ton.  We  have  pro- 
posed that  a  75  percent  reduction,  or  a  new  toll  of  $0.34  per  ton  be  applied  to  low- 
sulfur  western  coal,  as  a  new  business  to  create  additional  incentive  for  export 
movement  through  the  system.  That  proposal  to  the  Canadian  Seaway  Authority  is 
subject  to  negotiation  between  the  two  Seaway  entities  and  we  are  hopeful  they  will 
favorably  consider  it  in  an  early  time  frame. 

PROPOSED  FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Administrator,  please  indicate  how  the  Saint  Law- 
rence Seaway  Development  Corporation  handled  its  share  of  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  proposed  reductions  in  full  time  equivalent  staffing 
and  administrative  savings  in  the  requested  budget. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Seaway  Corporation  full  time  equivalents  have  been  reduced  by  two  in  fiscal 
year  1993  and  an  additional  three  in  fiscal  year  1994.  In  addition,  the  requested 
budget  has  been  adjusted  for  a  3  percent  reduction  in  administrative  expenses. 

DECLARATION  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Declaration  of  Indiana,  a  maritime  agreement  for 
the  Great  Lakes  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  system,  was  signed  in 
May  1991.  Last  year  was  the  first  complete  year  since  the  agree- 
ment was  reached.  Although  the  agreement  is  essentially  an  Indus- 
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try  initiative,  the  corporation  is,  of  course,  vitally  interested  in  its 
impact. 

How  do  you  assess  the  effect  the  declaration  has  had? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Declaration  has  served  a  significant  purpose  by  consolidating  a  Lakes/ 
Seaway  industry  agenda  for  the  many  maritime  interests  which  are  signatories  to 
the  agreement.  The  group's  approach  to  both  the  U.S.  and  Canadian  governments  is 
also  a  well  planned  departure  from  most  past  efforts.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge 
there  have  not  been  any  major  achievements  to  date;  however,  the  Declaration  ob- 
jectives are  long  range  at  best  and  involve  budgetary  impacts  which  are  not  fully 
developed. 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  ten  principles  of  the  Declaration  of  Indiana 
is  as  follows: 

"The  U.S.  and  Canadian  federal  governments,  in  full  consulta- 
tion with  provinces,  States,  and  private  industry,  should  join  in 
long-range  planning  and  policy  development  for  the  future  of  the 
Great  Lakes  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  maritime  system  in  the  21st 
century." 

What  specific  action  is  the  corporation  taking  in  this  regard? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Corporation  was  requested  to  participate  in  two  meetings  with  the  Declara- 
tion group  over  the  past  year,  along  with  the  Maritime  Administration,  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard,  Office  of  the  Secretary  representatives  and  Canadian  government  offi- 
cials. The  meetings  were  held  April  1,  1992,  and  March  16,  1993;  both  in  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  A  third  meeting,  and  the  first  in  Canada,  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  May 
5,  1993.  the  Corporation  role  in  these  sessions  is  as  a  resource  for  discussion  of  the 
many  policies  and  issues  raised  in  the  meetings. 

EFFECT  OF  NAFTA  AND  MARITIME  REFORM 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Administrator,  how  much  of  the  tonnage  that 
passes  through  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  is  bound  for  ports  in 
Canada,  the  United  States,  or  Mexico? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  detail  is  provided  for  the  1992  shipping  season,  in  metric  tons: 
Tonnage  to  Canada,  11,199,759;  tonnage  to  U.S.,  5,750,345;  tonnage  to  Mexico, 
16,350. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  might  the  maritime  reform  legislation  the  Ad- 
ministration intends  to  send  to  Congress  in  the  next  month  affect 
the  operations  of  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  appears  to  be  no  significant  impact  to  the  operations  of  the  Seaway. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  been  a  participant  in  the  ongoing  discus- 
sions within  the  Administration  on  maritime  reform? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  not  to  date  been  requested  to  participate  in  the  maritime  reform  discus- 
sions. 

OIL  POLLUTION  ACT  OF  1990 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  we  discussed  the  possible  impact  upon  Great 
Lakes  shipping  that  might  result  from  regulations  the  United 
States  Coast  Guard  was  preparing  pursuant  to  the  Oil  Pollution 
Act  of  1990.  Bring  the  Committee  up  to  date  on  this  issue. 

What  effect  upon  Seaway  shipping  does  the  current  version  of 
the  regulations  have? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


There  are  two  principle  areas  of  Coast  Guard  rulemaking  under  the  Act  that 
would  have  substantive  effect  upon  Seaway  shipping,  as  well  as  all  other  shipping  in 
U.S.  waters.  The  first  concerns  the  requirement  that  tankers  carrying  petroleum 
products  have  a  coast  Guard  approved  vessel  response  plan  for  spills  and  related 
emergencies.  From  traffic  statistics  for  the  last  five  years,  petroleum  products  con- 
stitute approximately  1.3  million  metric  tons  or  approximately  3.5  percent  of 
Seaway  cargo.  Tanker  traffic  is  approximately  5-10  percent  of  the  total  commercial 
transits  through  the  Montreal-Lake  Ontario  section  of  the  Seaway.  We  do  not  fore- 
see this  creating  problems  for  such  shipping  in  the  Seaway  system. 

The  second  area  of  rulemaking  is  that  concerning  certification  of  financial  respon- 
sibility. There  has  been  considerable  industry  interest  in  this  particular  aspect  of 
rulemaking  under  the  Act.  In  addition,  the  Corporation  has  been  working  with  the 
Coast  Guard  on  this  issue  because  of  our  concern  that  the  increased  liability  respon- 
sibilities imposed  by  the  Act  and  implemented  by  the  regulations  might  have  a  neg- 
ative effect  on  Seaway  traffic  if  traditional  insurers  and  indemnifiers  of  vessels,  es- 
pecially Protection  and  Indemnity  Clubs,  declined  to  continue  coverage.  At  this 
point,  the  Coast  Guard  is  in  the  process  of  completing  a  thorough  regulatory  impact 
analysis,  which  gives  full  consideration  to  the  industry's  concerns  as  well  as  the  Cor- 
poration's and  which  will  help  shape  the  final  rule.  We  have  every  confidence  in  the 
Coast  Guard's  handling  of  this  situation  and  are  hopeful  that  any  impact  will  be 
minimal. 

REVENUES  AND  EXPENSES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  1991  the  corporation  earned  nearly  $1.9  million. 
The  forecasts  for  1992  and  1993  had  been  profits  of  $1,516  million 
and  $1,766  million  respectively.  Actual  experience  in  1992  was  a 
net  loss  of  $156,000.  The  new  forecast  for  1993  is  a  loss  of  $750,000. 

What  is  the  practical  effect  of  these  losses  on  the  corporation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  is  no  effect  on  the  Corporation  since  the  Corporation's  financial  reserve  was 
used  to  fund  expenses  not  covered  by  the  Trust  Fund  and  current  revenues  from 
non-federal  sources. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  desired  activities  have  you  had  to  defer  or 
delete? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No  operating  expense  activity  has  had  to  be  deferred  or  deleted. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  there  been  any  impact  on  safety  or  other  critical 
operations  as  a  result  of  these  losses? 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  has  been  no  impact  on  safety  or  other  critical  operations. 
PROPERTY,  PLANT,  AND  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  the  accounting  change  in  the  property, 
plant,  and  equipment  line  on  the  financial  condition  statement.  Al- 
though the  totals  track  with  the  numbers  presented  last  year,  this 
year  there  is  a  new  entry — allowances — of  $58.91  million  in  1994. 

What  requirement  causes  you  to  show  allowances  this  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  past  budgets,  the  structures  and  facilities  account  was  net  of  allowances  for 
depreciation. 

OTHER  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year's  justification  revealed  $1,629  million  in 
1993  for  other  services,  including  $750,000  for  dredging.  This  year, 
the  1993  amount  for  other  services  is  $2,367  million.  Especially  in 
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light  of  the  fact  that  Congress  deleted  $750,000  requested  from  the 
Harbor  Maintenance  Trust  Fund  last  year  for  the  dredging,  what 
are  the  reasons  for  the  substantial  increase? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  substantial  increase  represents  an  amount  of  $431,000,  which  is  not  a  cost, 
but  is  due  to  Treasury's  treatment  of  transfers  from  the  Harbor  Maintenance  Trust 
Fund.  In  addition,  the  Congress,  recommendation  was  for  the  Corporation  to  use  its 
financial  reserve  fund  to  finance  the  dredging  rather  than  from  the  Trust  Fund. 

Mr.  Carr.  Other  services  decline  in  1994  to  less  than  one-half  the 
amount  shown  for  1993.  What  are  the  main  activities  that  will  be 
reduced  or  eliminated  as  a  result? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  decline  in  other  services  in  fiscal  year  1994  is  due  to  the  non-recurring  main- 
tenance dredging  and  gatelifter  recabling  projects  budgeted  for  fiscal  year  1993. 

Mr.  Carr.  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  table  similar  to  the 
one  contained  on  page  281  of  part  3  of  the  1993  hearings. 
[The  information  follows:] 

SAINT  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION  ESTIMATED  OTHER  SERVICES 

[Including  consulting  services] 

Fiscal  year— 


1993  1994 


Consulting  services 100,000  100,000 

Marketing 208,000  216,000 

Working  capital  fund 212,000  217,000 

Recable  gatelifter 200,000 

SLSA  tolls  collections 95,000  98,000 

Weather  system  maintenance _ 100,000 

Engineering  and  miscellaneous  studies 100,000  105,000 

Training 66,000  68,000 

Hazardous  waste  removal 70,000  75,000 

Maintenance  service  contracts 48,000  50,000 

Financial  audit 49,000  51,000 

Piers 46,000  48,000 

Sewage  sampling 28,000  30,000 

Dredging 750,000 

Other  miscellaneous 64,000  11,000 

Total 2,036,000  1,169,000 

Adjustment  to  reflect  Treasury  treatment  of  transfers  from  the  operations  and  maintenance  account 

to  the  SLSDC  Fund  account 431,000 


2,467,000 


LANDS  AND  STRUCTURES 

Mr.  Carr.  Explain  the  reasons  why  the  1993  column  declines 
from  $1,066  million  for  lands  and  structures  depicted  in  the  1993 
submission  to  only  $417,000  shown  in  the  1994  submission. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  land  and  structures  decline  in  the  fiscal  year  1993  column  shown  in  the  1994 
submission  from  the  1993  submission  is  due  principally  to  budget  cuts  in  capital 
projects  made  by  Congress.  Also,  adjustments  have  been  made  in  other  object  class- 
es. 


m 
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SUPPUES  AND  MATERIALS 

Mr.  Carr.  Detail  the  reasons  for  the  growth  in  supplies  and  ma- 
terials from  $947,000  to  $1,216  million — an  increase  of  28  percent — 
in  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  reason  for  the  growth  in  supplies  and  materials  is  $300,000  needed  to  do  ex- 
traordinary concrete  repair  at  Eisenhower  Lock. 

CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Provide  a  ranking  by  priority  of  the  $1.3  million  re- 
quested in  1994  for  capital  projects  and  equipment. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  project  listing  in  order  of  priority  is  provided  as  follows: 

Priority  ranl(ing                                                                Project  name  Cost 

1 Safety  improvements $20,000 

2 Water  treatment  plants 250,000 

3 Buoys 75,000 

4 Electrical  system  at  Snug  Hartxir 90,000 

5 Paving  and  drainage  improvements 200,000 

6 Electrical  equipment  upgrade 100,000 

7 New  stiffleg  derrick  buildings 75,000 

8 Machine  shop  tools 100,000 

9 GPS  technology  utilization  &  integration 50,000 

10 rendering  system  at  Snug  Harbor 45,000 

1 1 Remote  weather  stations 85,000 

12 Upgrade  marine  base  office/shop  facilities 30,000 

13 Upgrade  communications/telephone  equipment 30,000 

14 Computer  network 50,000 

15 Trucks 100,000 

Total 1,300,000 


REBATE  OF  TOLLS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  author- 
izes use  of  the  Harbor  Maintenance  Trust  Fund  as  the  major 
source  of  funding  for  the  corporation's  operation  and  maintenance 
activities.  That  act  authorizes  the  rebate  of  the  U.S.  portion  of  tolls 
paid  by  commercial  vessels  using  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway. 

Why  are  you  requesting  an  appropriation  of  $10,915  million  in 
1994  when  the  estimated  toll  revenue  is  only  $9.48  million? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  original  request  of  $10,915,000  for  fiscal  year  1994  has  been  revised  and  is 
now  estimated  at  $9,707,000.  Of  the  $9,707,000  requested  for  the  rebate  program  in 
fiscal  year  1994,  $207,000  is  for  administrative  overhead  costs  (personnel  compensa- 
tion, supplies,  space  rental,  etc.)  incurred  by  Financial  Management  Service  in  ad- 
ministering the  program.  $9,480,000  is  the  amount  expected  to  be  rebated  to  com- 
mercial vessels.  (We  provide  the  Treasury  Department  with  an  estimate  of  the 
amounts  expected  to  be  rebated.) 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  the  actual  rebates  paid  for  fiscal  years 
1988  through  1992,  and  the  estimates  for  fiscal  years  1993  and 
1994,  compared  with  the  appropriations  for  each  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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TOLL  REBATES  PAID 


Fiscal  year 


Appropriation  Rebates 


1988 $9,575,000  $8,895,000 

1989 10,400,000  11,010,000 

1990 9,770,000  9,041,000 

1991 10,300,000  9,327,000 

1992 9,749,000  9,755,000 

1993 10,250,000  '10,050,000 

1994 '9,707,000  '9,480,000 


Budget  estimate. 


CLOSING 


Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Stan.  It  was  nice  to  see  you  again. 
Mr.  Parris.  It  was  good  to  see  you.  We  look  forward  to  working 
with  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Subcommittee  will  adjourn. 


Tuesday,  March  30,  1993. 
PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION 

WITNESSES 

MICHAEL  RHODE,  JR.,  SECRETARY,  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION 

GILBERTO  GUARDIA,  ADMINISTRATOR,  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION 

NORBERT   E.   KRAEGEL,   CHIEF   FINANCIAL   OFFICER,   PANAMA   CANAL 
COMMISSION 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Price  [presiding].  The  subcommittee  will  hear  from  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission. 

We  welcome  here  today  Secretary  Michael  Rhode,  Jr.;  Adminis- 
trator Gilberto  Guardia,  and  the  Chief  Financial  Officer,  Norbert 
Kraegel. 

We  will  first  hear  from  Mr.  Rhode. 

Mr.  Rhode.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

With  your  permission,  I  will  summarize  my  statement  and 
submit  the  full  statement  for  the  record. 

Introduction 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  Michael 
Rhode,  Jr.,  Assistant  to  the  Chairman  and  Secretary  of  the 
Panama  Canal  Commission.  I  am  appearing  today  in  place  of  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Panama  Canal  Commis- 
sion, who  has  not  yet  been  elected  by  that  body.  Board  Chairman 
Michael  Stone,  who  w£is  also  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  resigned 
effective  January  20,  1993.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  John  W. 
Shannon,  acting  Secretary  of  the  Army,  is  now  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense's representative  on  the  Board  of  Directors,  and  he  will  be  at- 
tending his  first  Board  meeting  next  week  in  Panama. 

Before  reporting  on  the  more  significant  developments  and  ac- 
complishments pertaining  to  the  Panama  Canal  enterprise,  I  would 
like  to  extend  a  very  warm  welcome  to  the  new  leadership  and 
members  of  this  Subcommittee.  We  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  and  your  staff  and  to  a  productive  relationship  with  the  leader- 
ship and  all  the  members  of  this  panel. 

transition  issues 

Before  getting  into  the  Commission's  specific  programs  and  budg- 
etary matters  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  I  would  like  to  briefly  ad- 
dress the  larger  topic  of  the  progress  we  are  making  in  preparation 
for  turning  the  Canal  over  to  Panama  in  1999.  I  would  like  to  high- 
light a  few  areas  of  progress.  Of  course,  Mr.  Guardia  and  I  will  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have  later. 

(187) 
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First,  the  Commission  has  continued  at  a  strong  pace  its  transi- 
tion to  a  Panamanian  workforce.  From  1979  to  date  we  have  moved 
from  69  percent  to  88  percent  Panamanian  employment.  Just  as 
significantly,  Panamanians  are  enjoying  steadily  increasing  repre- 
sentation in  senior  management  and  in  areas  of  specialized  highly- 
skilled  employment.  We  are  continuing  to  make  steady  progress 
toward  transferring  the  Canal  in  late  1999  with  a  virtually  100  per- 
cent Panamanian  workforce  to  support  it. 

Second,  we  are  proceeding  with  major  improvements  to  the 
Canal  to  make  it  attractive  and  economical  to  world  shipping  well 
into  the  next  century.  We  reported  to  this  Subcommittee  last  year 
on  the  Board's  decision  to  widen  the  segment  of  the  Canal  known 
as  the  Gaillard  Cut.  This  project  will  allow  the  Gaillard  Cut  to  ac- 
commodate two-way  traffic  of  larger  vessels. 

This  20-year  effort  will  be  completed  well  after  Panamanian  as- 
sumption of  the  Canal.  I  believe  this  is  a  significant  and  concrete 
illustration  of  the  determination  of  the  United  States  and  Panama 
to  keep  a  course  of  continuity,  reliability,  and  progress  for  the 
Canal  well  after  the  United  States  stewardship  of  the  Canal  has 
ended. 

Third,  the  Commission  has  seen  to  the  commencement  of  a  very 
important  study  mandated  by  our  1993  authorization  act.  The 
study  will  give  recommendations  for  changes  we  can  make  in  the 
Panama  Canal  Commission  itself  to  give  the  Republic  of  Panama 
the  best  possible  role  model  to  follow  for  operating  the  Canal  with 
the  high  quality,  efficiency,  reliability,  and  stability  the  shipping 
community  has  come  to  expect. 

I  should  also  add  one  other  item  of  progress  in  our  transition 
effort:  the  provision  of  health  care  services  for  certain  former  em- 
ployees whose  health  care  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Commission 
were  contracted  out  to  a  private  Panamanian  hospital.  This  was 
done  in  response  to  the  phase-out  of  Department  of  Defense  medi- 
cal facilities. 

OPERATING  ENVIRONMENT 

The  Commission  has  a  unique  mission  as  a  government  agency, 
partly  because  it  is  not  the  sole  provider  of  the  services  it  offers.  It 
operates  in  a  free,  open,  and  intensely  competitive  environment.  Its 
services  must  be  attractive  to  customers  who  have  several  alterna- 
tive routes  or  means  of  transporting  their  goods.  Only  by  providing 
superior  and  reliable  service  at  low  cost  can  the  Canal  retain  either 
the  long-term  loyalty  or  the  business  of  its  customers. 

The  Canal's  operating  environment  is  not  static.  It  changes  con- 
tinuously, driven  by  evolving  world  trade  patterns,  the  ups  and 
downs  of  the  business  cycle,  and  developing  technologies  such  as 
containerization  and  intermodal  transport  systems. 

The  Commission  has  a  long  history  of  adapting  and  responding 
to  these  changes  while  performing  its  mission  of  providing  safe  and 
efficient  service  to  the  world  shipping  community.  The  past  year 
was  no  exception. 
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BOARD  ACTIVITIES 

During  the  course  of  the  year,  the  Board  of  Directors  addressed  a 
variety  of  issues.  A  study  plan  was  developed  to  implement  the 
study  of  possible  changes  to  the  Panama  Canal  Commission  men- 
tioned earlier,  and  Board  members  have  been  very  involved  in  this 
study.  The  Board  also  evaluated,  and  is  continuing  to  monitor 
closely,  the  progress  of  the  Gaillard  Cut  widening  project  also  men- 
tioned earlier. 

BUDGET  PROGRAMS 

Fiscal  year  1992  was  a  challenging  year  for  the  Commission.  A 
decline  in  toll  revenues  attributable  primarily  to  a  return  to 
normal  world  trade  patterns  following  the  end  of  hostilities  in  the 
Persian  Gulf,  combined  with  inflationary  pressures  on  operating 
costs,  reduced  the  resources  available  to  the  Commission.  The  Com- 
mission responded  by  holding  its  costs  well  below  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion. The  decline  in  toll  revenues  did,  however,  result  in  unrecov- 
ered  costs  of  approximately  $4  million  for  the  year.  As  Mr.  Guardia 
will  explain,  the  loss  will  be  recovered  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

During  the  current  fiscal  year,  even  though  the  lower  traffic 
levels  experienced  in  1992  have  continued  into  the  early  part  of 
1993,  we  do  project  a  very  modest  increase  in  Canal  traffic  later  in 
the  year  as  the  U.S.  economy  improves.  The  year  as  a  whole,  how- 
ever, is  expected  to  show  little  or  no  growth  over  the  prior  year. 

With  regards  to  fiscal  year  1994,  tolls  are  projected  to  grow  at  a 
relatively  modest  pace.  Upward  inflationary  pressure  on  costs,  is 
also  expected  to  be  small  due  to  an  anticipated  low  inflation  rate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  Mr.  Guardia  will  address  in  detail  the  Com- 
mission's budget  for  fiscal  year  1994,  I  want  to  affirm  that  the  pro- 
grams for  that  year  are  essential  and  are  in  accord  with  those  of 
the  President. 

RECOGNITION  OF  CANAL  EMPLOYEES 

At  this  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  express,  on  behalf  of 
the  Board  of  Directors,  its  gratitude  for  the  loyalty  and  commit- 
ment of  all  Panama  Canal  Commission  employees.  Their  dedication 
has  resulted  in  another  year  of  safe  and  efficient  service  to  the 
international  shipping  community.  It  is  their  professionalism  that 
has  made  the  Canal  enterprise  a  model  of  efficiency. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  summarized  remarks.  I  would 
like  to  recommend  that  Mr.  Guardia  present  his  statement  and 
then  we  will  both  be  available  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  or 
other  committee  members  may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Rhode,  Jr.  follows:] 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
BUDGET  PROGRAMS 

STATEMENT  OF  THE 

CHAIRMAN,  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 

PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION 

BEFORE  THE 

TRANSPORTATION  SUBCOMMITTEE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
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9:00  A.M.,  ROOM  2358 

RAYBURN  HOUSE  OFFICE  BUILDING 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 

OF  THE 

CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD 


INTRODUCTION 
MR.  CHAIRMAN,  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE,  I  AM  MICHAEL 
RHODE  JR.,  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  CHAIRMAN  AND  SECRETARY  OF  THE 
PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION.   I  AM  APPEARING  TODAY  IN  PLACE  OF 
THE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  PANAMA  CANAL 
COMMISSION  WHO  HAS  NOT  YET  BEEN  ELECTED  BY  THAT  BODY.  BOARD 
CHAIRMAN  MICHAEL  STONE,  WHO  WAS  ALSO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE 
ARMY,  RESIGNED  EFFECTIVE  JANUARY  20,  1993.   I  AM  PLEASED  TO 
REPORT  THAT  JOHN  W.  SHANNON,  ACTING  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY, 
IS  NOW  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE'S  REPRESENTATIVE  ON  THE 
BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS,  AND  HE  WILL  BE  ATTENDING  HIS  FIRST  BOARD 
MEETING  NEXT  WEEK  IN  PANAMA. 

BEFORE  REPORTING  ON  THE  MORE  SIGNIFICANT  DEVELOPMENTS 
AND  ACCOMPLISHMENTS  PERTAINING  TO  THE  PANAMA  CANAL 
ENTERPRISE,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  EXTEND  A  VERY  WARM  WELCOME  TO 
THE  NEW  LEADERSHIP  OF  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE,  CHAIRMAN  BOB  CARR 
AND  RANKING  MEMBER  FRANK  WOLF.  WE  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  WORKING 
WITH  YOU  AND  YOUR  STAFFS  AND  ENJOYING  A  GOOD  AND  PRODUCTIVE 
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RELATIONSHIP  WITH  THE  LEADERSHIP  AND  ALL  OF  THE  MEMBERS  OF 
THIS  PANEL. 

TRANSITION  ISSUES 
DURING  THE  YEAR,  SIGNIFICANT  PROGRESS  WAS  MADE  BY  THE 
COMMISSION  IN  PREPARING  FOR  THE  ORDERLY  AND  EFFICIENT 
TRANSFER  OF  THE  CANAL  TO  PANAMANIAN  CONTROL  IN  DECEMBER  OF 
1999.  SPECIFICALLY,  MUCH  WAS  ACCOMPLISHED  IN  THE  AREAS  OF 
THE  TRANSITION  TO  A  PANAMANIAN  WORK  FORCE,  CANAL 
MODERNIZATION,  AND  THE  BEGINNING  OF  A  SERIOUS  AND  METHODICAL 
EXAMINATION  OF  POTENTIAL  CHANGES  IN  THE  GOVERNANCE  AND 
OPERATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

FIRST,  THE  COMMISSION  HAS  CONTINUED  AT  A  STRONG  PACE 
ITS  TRANSITION  TO  A  PANAMANIAN  WORK  FORCE,  A  REQUIREMENT  OF 
THE  CANAL  TREATY.   THE  COMMISSION  BEGAN  THIS  EFFORT  SHORTLY 
AFTER  THE  TREATY  ENTERED  INTO  FORCE  IN  OCTOBER,  1979.  AT 
THAT  POINT,  ONLY  69%  OF  THE  WORK  FORCE  WAS  PANAMANIAN,  MOST 
OF  WHOM  WERE  IN  LOWER  GRADES  OF  EMPLOYMENT.   WE  NOW  HAVE  AN 
88%  PANAMANIAN  WORK  FORCE  AND  PANAMANIANS  ARE  ENJOYING 
STEADILY  INCREASING  REPRESENTATION  IN  SENIOR  MANAGEMENT. 
HERE,  IN  1993,  PANAMANIANS  ARE  ALREADY  PLAYING  A  REAL  AND 
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SIGNIFICANT  ROLE  IN  THE  MANAGEMENT  OF  THE  CANAL  AND  IN 
MAKING  DECISIONS  WHICH  WILL  SHAPE  ITS  FUTURE. 

WE  ARE  PROUD  OF  THESE  HARD  NUMERICAL  RESULTS,  BUT  OUR 
FOCUS  IS  NOT  MERELY  ON  MEETING  A  STATISTICAL  MANDATE.   WE 
CONTINUE  TO  TAKE  GREAT  PAINS  TO  ENSURE  THAT  PANAMANIANS  ARE 
BEING  TRAINED  IN  CERTAIN  CRAFT,  TECHNICAL  AND  HEAVY 
INDUSTRIAL  SKILLS  THAT  OTHERWISE  WOULD  NOT  BE  AVAILABLE  IN 
THE  PANAMANIAN  LABOR  MARKET.  WE  CONTINUE  TO  TAKE  SIMILAR 
STEPS  TO  INCREASE  PANAMANIAN  PARTICIPATION  IN  PILOT  TRAINING 
PROGRAMS,  SO  THAT  PANAMA  CAN  DRAW  ON  ITS  CITIZENS  FOR  THESE 
HIGHLY  SKILLED  PROFESSIONALS.  ALL  OF  THESE  EFFORTS  ARE 
AIMED  AT  TRANSFERRING  THE  CANAL  IN  LATE  1999  WITH  A 
VIRTUALLY  100%  PANAMANIAN  WORK  FORCE  TO  SUPPORT  IT. 

SECOND,  WE  ARE  PROCEEDING  WITH  MAJOR  IMPROVEMENTS  TO 
THE  CANAL  TO  MAKE  IT  ATTRACTIVE  AND  ECONOMICAL  TO  WORLD 
SHIPPING  WELL  INTO  THE  NEXT  CENTURY.  WE  REPORTED  TO  THIS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  LAST  YEAR  ON  THE  BOARD'S  DECISION  TO  WIDEN  THE 
SEGMENT  OF  THE  CANAL  KNOWN  AS  THE  GAILLARD  CUT.   THIS 
PROJECT  WILL  ALLOW  THE  GAILLARD  CUT  TO  ACCOMMODATE  TWO-WAY 
PASSAGE  OF  LARGER  VESSELS. 
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THE  ADMINISTRATOR  WILL  REPORT  IN  DETAIL  ON  THE  PROGRESS 
THE  COMMISSION  IS  MAKING  REGARDING  THIS  TASK.   I  WOULD  LIKE 
TO  ADDRESS  JUST  ONE  ASPECT  OF  THIS  PROJECT,  AND  THAT  IS  THE 
FACT  THAT  IT  IS  A  TWENTY  YEAR  EFFORT  THAT  WILL  BE  COMPLETED 
WELL  AFTER  PANAMANIAN  ASSUMPTION  OF  THE  CANAL.   I  BELIEVE 
THIS  IS  A  SIGNIFICANT  AND  CONCRETE  ILLUSTRATION  OF  THE 
DETERMINATION  AND  FORESIGHT  OF  BOTH  THE  UNITED  STATES  AND 
PANAMANIAN  GOVERNMENTS  TO  KEEP  THE  CANAL  CONSISTENTLY  IN 
STEP  WITH  THE  COMMERCIAL  DEMANDS  OF  WORLD  SHIPPING  WELL  INTO 
THE  21ST  CENTURY,  AND  OF  COURSE  WELL  AFTER  UNITED  STATES 
STEWARDSHIP  OF  THE  CANAL  HAS  ENDED. 

THIRD,  THE  COMMISSION  HAS  SEEN  TO  THE  COMMENCEMENT  OF 
A  VERY  IMPORTANT  STUDY  MANDATED  BY  OUR  1993  AUTHORIZATION 
ACT.   THE  GOAL  OF  THIS  STUDY  IS  TO  SET  FORTH  RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR  ANY  CHANGES  TO  THE  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION  IN  THE 
TRANSITION  PERIOD  WHICH  WOULD  FACILITATE  AND  ENCOURAGE  THE 
OPERATION  OF  THE  CANAL  UNDER  AN  AUTONOMOUS  ENTITY  UNDER  THE 
GOVERNMENT  OF  PANAMA.   IN  OTHER  WORDS,  THE  STUDY  WILL  AIM  TO 
GIVE  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  CHANGES  WE  CAN  MAKE  TO  GIVE  THE 
REPUBLIC  OF  PANAMA  THE  BEST  POSSIBLE  ROLE  MODEL  TO  FOLLOW 
FOR  OPERATING  THE  CANAL  WITH  THE  HIGH  QUALITY,  EFFICIENCY, 


195 


RELIABILITY  AND  STABILITY  THE  SHIPPING  COMMUNITY  HAS  COME  TO 
EXPECT. 

THE  STUDY  INCLUDES  PARTICIPATION  BY  THE  DEPARTMENTS  OF 
STATE,  DEFENSE,  TREASURY,  COMMERCE,  AND  TRANSPORTATION  AS 
WELL  AS  THE  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION.   IT  IS  TO  BE  SUBMITTED 
TO  THE  CONGRESS  BY  THE  PRESIDENT  BY  OCTOBER  23,  1993. 

THE  ARTHUR  ANDERSEN  FIRM  WAS  SELECTED  BY  THE  CANAL'S 
EXECUTIVE  MANAGEMENT  AS  THE  CONTRACTOR  FOR  THIS  PROJECT. 
THE  COMMISSION  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  SELECTED  THE  FIRM  OF  WEIL, 
GOTSHAL  AND  MANGES  TO  SERVE  AS  AN  ADVISOR  TO  THE  BOARD 
REGARDING  THE  SUBJECTS  COVERED  BY  THE  STUDY. 

IN  PERFORMING  THIS  STUDY,  THE  ARTHUR  ANDERSEN  FIRM  HAS 
BEGUN  TO  IDENTIFY,  STUDY  AND  EVALUATE  POSSIBLE  ALTERNATIVES 
FOR  THE  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION  IN  THE  FORM  OF  AGENCY 
GOVERNANCE  STRUCTURES  THAT  CAN  LEAD  TO  ITS  OPERATION  AS  A 
MORE  AUTONOMOUS,  APOLITICAL,  SERVICE-ORIENTED  TRANSPORTATION 
ENTITY.   IT  HAS  ALSO  BEGUN  TO  STUDY  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 
ALTERNATIVES  WITH  THE  AIM  OF  MAKING  THE  COMMISSION  MORE 
FLEXIBLE,  EFFICIENT  AND  FINANCIALLY  INDEPENDENT.   THE  ARTHUR 
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ANDERSEN  FIRM  IS  DUE  TO  PRESENT  ITS  FINAL  REPORT  AT  THE  JULY 
MEETING  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS. 

I  SHOULD  ALSO  ADD  ONE  OTHER  ITEM  OF  PROGRESS  IN  OUR 
TRANSITION  EFFORT.   THE  PROVISION  OF  HEALTH  CARE  SERVICES 
FOR  CERTAIN  FORMER  EMPLOYEES,  WHOSE  HEALTH  CARE  IS  THE 
RESPONSIBILITY  OF  THE  COMMISSION,  WERE  CONTRACTED  OUT  TO  A 
PRIVATE  PANAMANIAN  HOSPITAL.   PREVIOUSLY,  THESE  SERVICES 
WERE  PROVIDED  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  HEALTH  FACILITIES 
LOCATED  IN  PANAMA.   THIS  CHANGE  WILL  GREATLY  FACILITATE  THE 
CONTINUED  PROVISION  OF  THIS  CARE  WITHOUT  INTERRUPTIONS  DUE 
TO  THE  PHASE  OUT  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  MEDICAL 
FACILITIES  IN  PANAMA  AS  REQUIRED  BY  THE  TREATIES. 

OPERATING  ENVIRONMENT 
THE  COMMISSION  HAS  A  UNIQUE  MISSION  AS  A  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCY,  PARTLY  BECAUSE  IT  IS  NOT  THE  SOLE  PROVIDER  OF  THE 
SERVICES  IT  OFFERS.   IT  OPERATES  IN  A  FREE,  OPEN  AND 
INTENSELY  COMPETITIVE  ENVIRONMENT.   ITS  SERVICES  MUST  BE 
ATTRACTIVE  TO  CUSTOMERS  WHO  HAVE  SEVERAL  ALTERNATIVE  ROUTES 
OR  MEANS  OF  TRANSPORTING  THEIR  GOODS.  ONLY  BY  PROVIDING 
SUPERIOR  AND  RELIABLE  SERVICE  AT  LOW  COST  CAN  THE  CANAL 
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RETAIN  EITHER  THE  LONG  TERM  LOYALTY  OR  THE  BUSINESS  OF  ITS 
CUSTOMERS.   THE  CANAL'S  OPERATING  ENVIRONMENT  IS  NOT  STATIC. 
IT  CHANGES  CONTINUOUSLY,  DRIVEN  BY  EVOLVING  WORLD  TRADE 
PATTERNS,  THE  UPS  AND  DOWNS  OF  THE  BUSINESS  CYCLE,  AND 
DEVELOPING  TECHNOLOGIES  SUCH  AS  CONTAINERIZATION  AND 
INTERMODAL  TRANSPORT  SYSTEMS. 

THE  COMMISSION  HAS  A  LONG  HISTORY  OF  ADAPTING  AND 
RESPONDING  TO  THESE  CHANGES  WHILE  PERFORMING  ITS  MISSION  OF 
PROVIDING  SAFE  AND  EFFICIENT  SERVICE  TO  THE  WORLD  SHIPPING 
COMMUNITY.   THE  PAST  YEAR  WAS  NO  EXCEPTION.   THE  COMMISSION 
HAD  TO  ADJUST  ITS  WORK  FORCE  AND  RESOURCE  ALLOCATIONS  TO 
PROVIDE  SAFE  AND  EFFICIENT  SERVICE  TO  A  LEVEL  OF  TRAFFIC 
LOWER  THAN  THAT  EXPERIENCED  IN  THE  PREVIOUS  YEARS,  WHILE 
MEETING  ITS  TREATY  OBLIGATIONS  TO  TRAIN  AND  DEVELOP  A 
QUALIFIED  PANAMANIAN  WORK  FORCE  TO  ADMINISTER  AND  OPERATE 
THE  CANAL  AFTER  1999.   I  AM  PLEASED  TO  REPORT  THAT,  AS  IN 
THE  PAST,  THE  COMMISSION'S  MANAGEMENT  AND  ITS  EMPLOYEES  HAVE 
MET  THESE  CHALLENGES  WHILE  PROVIDING  A  HIGH  QUALITY  OF 
SERVICE  TO  WORLD  SHIPPING. 
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THROUGHOUT  THE  PAST  YEAR,  THE  COMMISSION  AND  THE 
GOVERNMENT  OF  PANAMA  HAVE  WORKED  TOGETHER  IN  A  SPIRIT  OF 
MUTUAL  COOPERATION  TO  ADDRESS  MANY  OF  THE  NEEDS  AND  CONCERNS 
OF  THE  CANAL  OPERATION,  SUCH  AS  THE  PROVISION  OF  POLICE 
SERVICES  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  OF  STREETS  AND  ROADS  IN  THE 
CANAL  OPERATING  AND  HOUSING  AREAS. 

BOARD  ACTIVITIES 
DURING  THE  COURSE  OF  THE  YEAR,  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 
ADDRESSED  A  VARIETY  OF  ISSUES;  ALL  OF  THE  MEETINGS  WERE 
EXTREMELY  PRODUCTIVE  AND  CONDUCTED  IN  A  BUSINESS-LIi^'^ 
MANNER.   A  STUDY  PLAN  WAS  DEVELOPED  TO  IMPLEMENT  THE  STUDY 
OF  POSSIBLE  CHANGES  TO  THE  CANAL  COMMISSION  DISCUSSED  ABOVE 
AND  BOARD  MEMBERS  HAVE  BEEN  VERY  INVOLVED  IN  THIS  STUDY. 
THE  BOARD  ALSO  EVALUATED,  AND  IS  CONTINUING  TO  MONITOR 
CLOSELY,  THE  PROGRESS  OF  THE  GAILLARD  CUT  WIDENING  PROJECT 
DISCUSSED  ABOVE. 

ADDITIONALLY,  THE  COMMITTEES  OF  THE  BOARD  HAVE  BEEN 
DILIGENT  IN  CARRYING  OUT  THEIR  RESPONSIBILITIES  RELATIVE  TO 
PERSONNEL  AND  SECURITY,  OPERATIONS  AND,  OF  COURSE,  BUDGET 
AND  FINANCE.   I  MUST  SAY,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THAT  THIS  COMMITTEE 
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STRUCTURE  CONTINUES  TO  WORK  WELL  WITH  TWO  PANAMANIAN  MEMBERS 
AND  TWO  U.S.  MEMBERS  ON  EACH  OF  THE  COMMITTEES.   THESE 
COMMITTEES  HAVE  BEEN  A  POSITIVE  FORCE  FOR  BOTH  THE  BOARD  AND 
MANAGEMENT. 

BUDGET  PROGRAMS 
FY  1992  WAS  A  CHALLENGING  YEAR  FOR  THE  COMMISSION.   A 
DECLINE  IN  TOLL  REVENUES  ATTRIBUTABLE  PRIMARILY  TO  A  RETURN 
TO  NORMAL  WORLD  TRADE  PATTERNS  FOLLOWING  THE  END  OF 
HOSTILITIES  IN  THE  PERSIAN  GULF,  COMBINED  WITH  INFLATIONARY 
PRESSURES  ON  OPERATING  COSTS,  REDUCED  THE  RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE  TO  THE  COMMISSION  FOR  PROVIDING  SAFE  AND  EFFICIENT 
TRANSIT  SERVICE  TO  OUR  CUSTOMERS.   THE  COMMISSION  HELD  ITS 
COSTS  WELL  BELOW  THE  RATE  OF  INFLATION,  WHILE  CONTINUING  TO 
PROVIDE  A  HIGH  QUALITY  OF  SERVICE  TO  ITS  CUSTOMERS.   THE 
DECLINE  IN  TOLL  REVENUES  DID  HOWEVER,  RESULT  IN  UNRECOVERED 
COSTS  OF  APPROXIMATELY  $  4  MILLION  FOR  THE  YEAR.   AS  THE 
ADMINISTRATOR  WILL  EXPLAIN,  THE  LOSS  WAS  CARRIED  FORWARD  AND 
WILL  BE  RECOVERED  IN  FY  1993. 

DURING  THE  CURRENT  FISCAL  YEAR,  EVEN  THOUGH  THE  LOWER 
TRAFFIC  LEVELS  EXPERIENCED  IN  1992  HAVE  CONTINUED  INTO  THE 
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EARLY  PART  OF  1993,  WE  DO  PROJECT  A  VERY  MODEST  INCREASE  IN 
CANAL  TRAFFIC  LATER  IN  THE  YEAR  AS  THE  U.S.  ECONOMY 
IMPROVES.   THE  YEAR  AS  A  WHOLE,  HOWEVER,  IS  EXPECTED  TO  SHOW 
LITTLE  OR  NO  GROWTH  OVER  THE  PRIOR  YEAR. 

WITH  REGARDS  TO  FY  1994,  TOLLS  ARE  PROJECTED  TO  GROW  AT 
A  RELATIVELY  MODEST  PACE.   UPWARD  INFLATIONARY  PRESSURE  ON 
COSTS  IS  ALSO  EXPECTED  TO  BE  SMALL  DUE  TO  AN  ANTICIPATED  LOW 
INFLATION  RATE. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  WHILE  MR.  GUARDIA  WILL  ADDRESS  IN 
DETAIL  THE  COMMISSION'S  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994,  I  WANT 
TO  AFFIRM  THAT  THE  PROGRAMS  FOR  THAT  YEAR  ARE  ESSENTIAL  AND 
ARE  IN  ACCORD  WITH  THOSE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT. 


RECOGNITION  OF  CANAL  EMPLOYEES 
AT  THIS  TIME,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  EXPRESS,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 
BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS,  ITS  GRATITUDE  FOR  THE  LOYALTY  AND 
COMMITMENT  OF  ALL  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION  EMPLOYEES.   THEIR 
DEDICATION  HAS  RESULTED  IN  ANOTHER  YEAR  OF  SAFE  AND 
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EFFICIENT  SERVICE  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL  SHIPPING  COMMUNITY. 
IT  IS  THEIR  DEDICATION  TO  PROVIDING  SAFE  AND  EFFICIENT 
SERVICE  THAT  MAKES  THE  CANAL  ENTERPRISE  A  MODEL  OF 
EFFICIENCY  FOR  THE  WORLD  SHIPPING  COMMUNITY.  THE  DEDICATION 
AND  PROFESSIONALISM  OF  THE  CANAL'S  EMPLOYEES  IS  DEMONSTRATED 
IN  EVERY  ASPECT  OF  THE  CANAL'S  OPERATIONS  AND  IS  READILY 
APPARENT  TO  EACH  AND  EVERY  VESSEL  THAT  TRANSITS  THE 
WATERWAY. 

CONCLUSION 
MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THIS  CONCLUDES  MY  PREPARED  REMARKS.   I 
WOULD  LIKE  TO  RECOMMEND  THAT  MR.  GUARDIA  PRESENT  HIS 
STATEMENT  AND  THEN  WE  WILL  BOTH  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  ANSWER  ANY 
QUESTIONS.  THANK  YOU. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you.  We  will  put  your  full  text  in  the  record. 
We  will  defer  questions  until  we  have  heard  from  both  of  you. 
Mr.  Guardia? 
Mr.  Guardia.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Introduction 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Gilberto 
Guardia,  Administrator  of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission. 

With  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  also  summarize  at  this 
time  my  statement  and  submit  my  full  statement  for  the  record. 

I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  to  present  the  fiscal 
year  1994  budget  programs  of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission,  the 
United  States  agency  responsible  for  the  management  and  oper- 
ation of  the  Panama  Canal. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  my  sincere  appre- 
ciation to  the  Subcommittee  and  each  of  its  members  for  the  sup- 
port and  assistance  that  they  have  provided  the  Panama  Canal 
Commission  in  recent  years.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  look  forward  to  a 
continuation  of  this  harmonious  and  productive  relationship  in  the 
future  under  the  new  leadership  of  the  committee. 

OVERVIEW  FISCAL  YEAR  1992 

Fiscal  year  1992  was  a  somewhat  more  difficult  year  for  the 
Panama  Canal  Commission  than  had  been  anticipated  when  I  testi- 
fied to  this  Committee  last  year.  Canal  traffic  levels  in  1992  de- 
clined slightly  as  world  trade  returned  to  more  normal  patterns  fol- 
lowing the  end  of  the  Persian  Gulf  War.  Additionally,  the  pro- 
longed recession  in  the  United  States  and  Japan  had  a  negative 
impact  on  our  traffic  levels.  As  a  result,  tolls  were  lower  than  origi- 
nally anticipated. 

In  response  to  the  decline  in  toll  revenues,  the  Commission  held 
operating  costs  to  the  lowest  level  possible,  consistent  with  main- 
taining acceptable  service  levels  to  world  shipping.  The  increase  in 
expenses  was  well  below  the  effective  inflation  experienced  by  the 
Commission  during  the  year. 

In  1991,  the  Commission  had  accelerated  certain  maintenance 
programs  and  other  projects  to  take  advantage  of  the  temporary 
surge  in  revenues  resulting  from  the  conflict  in  the  Persian  Gulf. 
These  management  actions  mitigated,  to  a  considerable  degree,  the 
cost  pressures  experienced  by  the  Commission  in  fiscal  year  1992. 

Nevertheless,  despite  holding  the  increase  in  operating  expenses 
well  below  the  rate  the  of  inflation,  the  Commission  incurred  a  loss 
of  $4  million.  The  loss  for  fiscal  year  1992  should  be  recovered  in 
fiscal  year  1993. 

OVERVIEW  FISCAL  YEAR  1993 

With  reference  to  fiscal  year  1993,  as  I  testified  last  year  before 
this  Subcommittee,  the  Commission  w£is  anticipating  a  substantial 
operating  loss  for  fiscal  year  1993.  The  Commission  forecasts 
showed  that  the  minimal  growth  in  traffic  and  toll  revenues  would 
be  inadequate  to  offset  the  inflationary  increase  in  operating  costs 
and  to  provide  the  additional  funds  needed  to  finance  the  agency's 
capital  improvements  program. 
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In  view  of  the  tight  constraints  on  operating  expenses  in  prior 
years,  additional  reductions  in  operating  costs  could  not  be  accom- 
modated without  a  serious  deterioration  in  service  to  our  custom- 
ers. 

The  Commission  projected  a  total  revenue  deficiency  for  fiscal 
year  1993  of  about  $38  million.  This  deficiency  included:  an  $18 
million  operating  loss  projected  for  1993;  the  $4  million  operating 
loss  for  fiscal  year  1992;  and  the  financing  requirement  of  $15  mil- 
lion for  the  1993  capital  improvement  program  and  working  cap- 
ital. 

Accordingly,  our  budget  for  fiscal  year  1993  included  a  9.9  per- 
cent toll-rate  increase  which  was  approved  by  the  President  effec- 
tive October  1,  1992. 

Actual  traffic  performance  for  the  first  5  months  of  fiscal  year 
1993  has  been  sluggish.  While  some  improvement  in  Canal  traffic 
levels  is  expected  to  occur  later  in  the  year  as  the  United  States 
economy  strengthens,  traffic  growth  is  projected  to  be  less  than  1 
percent  for  the  year.  As  a  result,  our  original  toll  revenue  estimate 
for  fiscal  year  1993  has  been  reduced  from  $418  million  to  $408  mil- 
lion. 

Our  expense  budget  for  1993  has,  of  course,  been  reduced  consist- 
ent with  the  revised  traffic  and  revenue  forecast.  The  increase  in 
expenses  over  fiscal  year  1992  is  primarily  due  to  the  effect  of  in- 
flation on  wages,  supplies  and  materials,  fuel  oil,  and  the  tonnage 
payments  to  the  Republic  of  Panama. 

In  summary,  we  are  experiencing  lower  traffic  levels  than  origi- 
nally forecast  and  inflationary  cost  increases  above  actual  traffic 
growth.  Nevertheless,  we  have  adjusted  our  operating  costs  down- 
ward to  levels  that  will  ensure  that  total  operating  revenues  will 
recover:  all  operating  expenses  for  fiscal  year  1993;  the  $4  million 
loss  carried  forward  from  fiscal  year  1992;  and  the  financing  re- 
quired for  the  1993  capital  program  and  working  capital. 

OUTLOOK  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 

Turning  to  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Commission's  budget  provides  for 
a  break-even  operation.  Stronger  economic  growth  in  the  United 
States  economy,  along  with  some  marginal  improvement  in  the 
Japanese  and  certain  European  economies,  presents  a  slightly 
brighter  outlook  for  world  trade  and  Canal  business  in  fiscal  year 
1994.  However,  the  improvement  is  expected  to  be  moderate  and 
will  produce  only  small  gains  in  Canal  traffic  and  revenues. 

The  payroll  costs  budgeted  for  fiscal  year  1994  reflect  the  Presi- 
dent's proposed  wage  freeze.  Despite  the  anticipated  freeze,  the 
Commission's  payroll  and  related  costs  are  projected  to  increase 
due  to  the  full  year  carryover  effect  of  the  pay  increases  which 
took  effect  in  1993  and  within  grade  step  increases;  and  additional 
manpower  requirements  necessary  to  meet  the  increasing  ships 
transiting  that  Canal. 

Supplies  and  materials  costs  are  projected  to  increase  due  to 
price  escalation.  In  addition.  Treaty  payments  to  Panama  will  in- 
crease due  to  the  increased  Canal  traffic. 

In  summary,  the  Commission  has  budgeted  a  break-even  oper- 
ation for  fiscal  year  1994,  recovering  all  costs  of  operations  and  the 
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funds  required  for  its  capital  improvement  program  and  working 
capital. 

CAPITAL  REQUIREMENTS 

Turning  to  the  capital  program  of  fiscal  year  1994,  as  in  past 
years,  80  percent  of  the  program  is  devoted  to  essential  transit  fa- 
cilities and  equipment.  In  that  regard,  I  would  like  to  address  in 
more  detail  the  major  continuing  project  in  our  capital  program: 
the  widening  of  the  Gaillard  Cut. 

CUT  WIDENING 

As  members  of  the  Subcommittee  may  recall,  the  Gaillard  Cut 
widening  program  is  designed  to  increase  the  Canal's  capacity  on 
an  incremental  basis  as  the  work  progresses,  thereby  providing  an 
enhanced  reserve  capacity,  sufficient  to  handle  projected  levels  of 
transit  well  into  the  next  century.  The  Gaillard  Cut  is  a  narrow  8- 
mile  stretch  of  the  Canal  where  certain  large  vessels  are,  for  safety 
reasons',  restricted  to  one-way  traffic  during  daylight  hours  only. 

The  cut  widening  program  consists  of  two  types  of  earth  removal: 
the  removal  of  earth  located  above  the  water  level  called  dry  work, 
and  the  removal  of  earth  and  rock  located  below  the  lake  level 
which  is  referred  to  as  wet  work.  The  program  was  designed  and 
scheduled  to  allow  for  the  dry  excavation  to  be  done  by  outside  con- 
tractors and  the  wet  excavation  to  be  accomplished  utilizing  exist- 
ing Commission  resources  and  equipment,  with  the  dry  work  pre- 
ceding the  wet  work  by  about  a  year. 

The  dry  excavation  work  commenced  in  fiscal  year  1992.  To  date, 
six  contracts  have  been  awarded  covering  various  sections  of  the 
channel.  Over  60  percent  of  the  work  under  those  contracts  award- 
ed so  far  has  been  completed.  In  addition,  the  bids  for  the  dry  exca- 
vation contract  work  awarded  to  date  have  been  substantially 
below  the  initial  engineering  estimates,  which  has  allowed  us  to  ad- 
vance the  work  and  to  be  ahead  of  schedule  in  the  program. 

The  wet  excavation  using  existing  in-house  dredging  resources  on 
an  as-available  basis  will  remove  the  remaining  earth  and  rock. 
The  area  to  be  removed  will  be  drilled  and  then  blasted  to  break 
up  the  rock  formations  below  the  water.  The  land-based  and  water- 
based  drilling  and  blasting  will  commence  during  the  first  quarter 
of  fiscal  year  1994.  The  removal  of  the  below  water  land  mass  by 
the  Commission's  dredges  will  begin  in  late  1994. 

CONCLUSION 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  briefly  discuss  certain  aspects  of  the 
efforts  currently  underway  to  prepare  for  the  year  2000.  The  Com- 
mission is  doing  all  that  it  can  to  adequately  prepare  for  the 
smooth  transfer  of  the  Canal  to  Panama.  The  waterway  is  in  good 
operating  condition  and  we  are  investing  approxiniately  $125  mil- 
lion annually  in  maintaining  and  improving  the  facility. 

Training  programs  continue  to  receive  a  high  priority  to  ensure  a 
high  quality  workforce  and  provide  for  increased  participation  by 
Panamanians  throughout  the  organization.  Panamanian  citizens 
now  comprise  about  88  percent  of  the  Commission's  workforce, 
with  increasing  involvement  at  all  levels. 


205 

To  assist  Panamanian  government  officials  and  designated  work- 
ing groups  in  preparing  for  the  transition,  I  have  been  actively  in- 
volved, along  with  senior  members  of  my  staff,  in  presenting  spe- 
cially-designed briefings  on  Canal  operations.  The  primary  thrust 
of  these  presentations  has  been  to  identify  the  policies,  systems, 
and  functions  that  are  currently  necessary  for  the  successful  man- 
agement and  administration  of  the  Panama  Canal. 

The  government  of  Panama  has  been  taking  more  positive  steps 
during  the  past  year  to  plan  for  the  transition.  The  Ad  Hoc  Com- 
mittee appointed  by  the  President  of  Panama  is  now  studying  how 
best  to  structure  the  new  Canal  entity  which  will  be  responsible  for 
the  future  administration  of  the  waterway.  In  that  regard,  eight 
functional  subcommittees  have  been  formed  by  Panama  to  assist  in 
that  endeavor  by  focusing  on  the  key  issues  relative  to  the  transi- 
tion. We  have  been  working  hard  to  assist  these  subcommittees  and 
they  have  been  meeting  with  us  and  receiving  briefings  on  the 
Canal's  management  and  administration. 

In  a  separate  but  related  matter,  legislation  was  recently  passed 
by  the  Panamanian  government  creating  the  Interoceanic  Regional 
Authority,  an  autonomous  government  agency  which  will  have  re- 
sponsibility for  the  administration  and  development  of  areas  of  the 
former  Canal  zone  either  already  reverted  to  Panama  or  to  be  re- 
turned over  in  the  future. 

The  President  of  Panama  has  already  appointed  the  nine  individ- 
uals who  will  be  the  Authority's  governing  board.  Hopefully,  they 
will  be  approved  by  the  legislative  assembly  shortly,  and  planning 
for  the  use  and  development  of  the  reverted  areas  can  begin  in  the 
near  term. 

I  believe  that  the  Government  of  Panama  is  moving  in  the  right 
direction.  I  am  pleased  that  its  planning  process  is  now  underway. 
Although  there  is  a  lot  to  be  done,  most  of  the  key  individuals  and 
decisionmakers  are  beginning  to  develop  a  much  better  under- 
standing of  the  important  issues  that  must  be  addressed  to  facili- 
tate a  smooth  transition  of  the  waterway  to  Panamanian  control 
on  December  31,  1999. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  summary  and  I  will  be  more 
than  glad  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have.  Thank  you 
very  much. 

['The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Guardia  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 

OF 

MR.  GILBERTO  GUARDIA 


INTRODUCTION 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE,  I  AM 
GILBERTO  GUARDIA,  ADMINISTRATOR  OF  THE  PANAMA  CANAL 
COMMISSION.  I  AM  PLEASED  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO 
PRESENT  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  BUDGET  PROGRAMS  OF  THE  PANAMA 
CANAL  COMMISSION,  THE  UNITED  STATES  AGENCY  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE 
MANAGEMENT  AND  OPERATION  OF  THE  PANAMA  CANAL. 

I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  TAKE  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  EXPRESS  MY 
SINCERE  APPRECIATION  TO  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  AND  EACH  OF  ITS 
MEMBERS  FOR  THE  SUPPORT  AND  ASSISTANCE  THAT  THEY  HAVE  PROVIDED 
THE  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION  DURING  THE  RECENT  YEARS.  AND,  MR. 
CHAIRMAN,  I  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  A  CONTINUATION  OF  THIS  HARMONIOUS 
AND  PRODUCTIVE  RELATIONSHIP  IN  THE  FUTURE  UNDER  YOUR 
LEADERSHIP. 
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OVERVIEW  FISCAL  YEAR  1992 
FISCAL  YEAR  1992  WAS  A  SOMEWHAT  MORE  DIFFICULT  YEAR  FOR 
THE  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION  THAN  ANTICIPATED  IN  MY  TESTIMONY 
TO  THIS  COMMITTEE  LAST  YEAR.  CANAL  TRAFFIC  LEVELS  IN  1992 
DECLINED  SLIGHTLY  AS  WORLD  TRADE  RETURNED  TO  MORE  NORMAL 
PATTERNS  FOLLOWING  THE  END  OF  THE  PERSIAN  GULF  WAR. 
ADDITIONALLY,  THE  PROLONGED  RECESSION  IN  THE  U.S.  AND  JAPAN 
HAD  A  NEGATIVE  IMPACT  ON  OUR  TRAFFIC  LEVELS.  AS  A  RESULT,  A 
NUMBER  OF  CANAL  CARGOES  EXPERIENCED  DECLINES  INCLUDING 
MANUFACTURES  OF  IRON  AND  STEEL,  PHOSPHATES,  ORES  AND  METALS, 
REFRIGERATED  PRODUCTS,  AUTOMOBILES,  CHEMICALS  AND 
PETROCHEMICALS,  MINERALS,  AND  GRAINS.  THESE  LOSSES  WERE  ONLY 
PARTIALLY  OFFSET  BY  GAINS  IN  PETROLEUM  PRODUCTS,  LUMBER,  COAL, 
AND  CONTAINERIZED  CARGO. 

THE  DOWNTURN  IN  CARGO  SHIPMENTS  DROVE  A  REDUCTION  IN 
OCEANGOING  TRANSITS  FROM  12,763  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1991  TO  12,636 
FOR  1992,  AND  SHIP  TONNAGE  MEASURED  IN  PANAMA  CANAL  NET  TONS 
DECLINED  FROM  193  MILLION  TONS  TO  190  MILLION  TONS.  THIS  DROP 
IN  TRAFFIC  LEVELS  RESULTED  IN  TOLLS  REVENUE  OF  $369  MILLION, 
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SOME  $6  MILLION  BELOW  THE  $375  MILLION  PRODUCED  IN  1991. 
TOTAL  OPERATING  REVENUES  (BEFORE  DEDUCTIONS  FOR  CAPITAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS)  WERE  $507  MILLION  VERSUS  $512  MILLION  IN  1991. 

IN  RESPONSE  TO  THE  DECLINE  IN  TOLLS  REVENUES,  THE 
COMMISSION  HELD  OPERATING  COSTS  TO  $509  MILLION,  AN  INCREASE 
OF  ABOUT  1  PERCENT  OVER  THE  $503  MILLION  INCURRED  IN  FISCAL 
YEAR  1991.  THE  1  PERCENT  INCREASE  WAS  WELL  BELOW  THE  EFFECT 
OF  INFLATION  ON  PAYROLL  AND  OTHER  COSTS  EXPERIENCED  BY  THE 
COMMISSION  DURING  THE  YEAR. 

THE  INFLATIONARY  INCREASE  IN  COSTS  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1992 
WAS  PARTIALLY  OFFSET  BY  THE  MANAGEMENT  ACTIONS  TAKEN  IN  1991. 
IN  1991,  THE  COMMISSION  ACCELERATED  CERTAIN  MAINTENANCE 
PROGRAMS  AND  OTHER  PROJECTS,  TO  TAKE  ADVANTAGE  OF  THE 
TEMPORARY  SURGE  IN  REVENUES  RESULTING  FROM  THE  CONFLICT  IN  THE 
PERSIAN  GULF.  THESE  MANAGEMENT  ACTIONS  MITIGATED,  TO  A 
CONSIDERABLE  DEGREE,  THE  COST  PRESSURES  EXPERIENCED  BY  THE 
COMMISSION  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1992.  NEVERTHELESS,  DESPITE  HOLDING 
THE  INCREASE  IN  OPERATING  EXPENSES  WELL  BELOW  THE  RATE  OF 
INFLATION,  THE  COMMISSION  INCURRED  APPROXIMATELY  $4  MILLION 
MORE  IN  COSTS  THAN  IT  EARNED  IN  REVENUES  DURING  THE  YEAR.  THE 
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LOSS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1992  IS  CARRIED  FORWARD,  AS  REQUIRED  BY 
PUBLIC  LAW  96-70,  AND  SHOULD  BE  RECOVERED  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1993. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1993 
AS  I  TESTIFIED  LAST  YEAR  BEFORE  THIS  COMMITTEE,  THE 
COMMISSION  WAS  ANTICIPATING  A  SUBSTANTIAL  OPERATING  LOSS  FOR 
FISCAL  YEAR  1993.  THE  COMMISSION  FORECASTS  SHOWED  THAT  THE 
MINIMAL  GROWTH  IN  TRAFFIC  AND  TOLL  REVENUES  WOULD  BE 
INADEQUATE  TO  OFFSET  THE  INFLATIONARY  INCREASE  IN  OPERATING 
COSTS  AND  TO  PROVIDE  THE  ADDITIONAL  FUNDS  NEEDED  TO  FINANCE 
THE  AGENCY'S  CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM.  IN  VIEW  OF  THE 
TIGHT  CONSTRAINTS  ON  OPERATING  EXPENSES  IN  PRIOR  YEARS, 
ADDITIONAL  REDUCTIONS  IN  OPERATING  COSTS  COULD  NOT  BE 
ACCOMMODATED  WITHOUT  A  SERIOUS  DETERIORATION  IN  SERVICE  TO  OUR 
CUSTOMERS. 

THE  COMMISSION  PROJECTED  A  TOTAL  REVENUE  DEFICIENCY  FOR 
FISCAL  YEAR  1993  OF  $37.6  MILLION.  THIS  DEFICIENCY  INCLUDED 
(1)  AN  $18  MILLION  OPERATING  LOSS  PROJECTED  FOR  1993;  (2)  THE 
$4  MILLION  OPERATING  LOSS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1992  REQUIRED  TO  BE 
RECOVERED  IN  1993;  AND  (3)  THE  FINANCING  REQUIREMENT  OF  $15 
MILLION  FOR  THE  1993  CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM  AND  WORKING 
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CAPITAL.  ACCORDINGLY,  OUR  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1993 
INCLUDED  A  9.9  PERCENT  TOLL-RATE  INCREASE  WHICH  WAS  APPROVED 
BY  THE  PRESIDENT,  EFFECTIVE  OCTOBER  1,  1992. 

ACTUAL  TRAFFIC  PERFORMANCE  FOR  THE  FIRST  FIVE  MONTHS  OF 
FISCAL  YEAR  1993  HAS  BEEN  SLUGGISH.  COMMERCIAL  CARGO  TONNAGE 
HAS  BEEN  FLAT  COMPARED  TO  THE  LEVELS  REGISTERED  DURING  THE 
SAME  PERIOD  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1992.  RECESSION-SENSITIVE 
COMMODITIES,  SUCH  AS  MANUFACTURES  OF  IRON  AND  STEEL,  AND  COAL 
AND  COKE,  ARE  DOWN  SHARPLY;  THE  IMPORTANT  REFRIGERATED 
PRODUCTS  TRADE  PERFORMED  BELOW  PRIOR-YEAR  LEVELS;  AND 
CONTAINERIZED  CARGO  SHIPMENTS  LARGELY  INFLUENCED  BY  THE  U.S. 
AND  JAPANESE  ECONOMIES,  REMAIN  VIRTUALLY  UNCHANGED,  WHILE 
SOME  IMPROVEMENT  IN  CANAL  TRAFFIC  LEVELS  IS  EXPECTED  TO  OCCUR 
LATER  IN  THE  YEAR,  AS  THE  U.S.  ECONOMY  STRENGTHENS,  CURRENT 
PATTERNS  INDICATE  THAT  OUR  FISCAL  YEAR  TRAFFIC  GROWTH  WILL  BE 
LESS  THAN  ONE  PERCENT  OVER  FISCAL  YEAR  1992.  THUS,  OUR 
ORIGINAL  CONSERVATIVE  TOLL  REVENUE  ESTIMATE  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1993  OF  $418  MILLION  HAS  BEEN  REDUCED  TO  $408  MILLION. 

AS  A  RESULT  OF  THE  LOWER  TOLL  REVENUES  FORECAST,  OUR 
EXPENSE  BUDGET  FOR  1993,  OF  COURSE,  HAS  BEEN  REDUCED, 
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CONSISTENT  WITH  THE  REVISED  TRAFFIC  AND  REVENUE  FORECAST,  AND 
ACCEPTABLE  STANDARDS  OF  SERVICE  TO  OUR  CUSTOMERS.  TOTAL 
OPERATING  EXPENSES  ARE  NOW  BUDGETED  AT  $526  MILLION  COMPARED 
TO  OUR  ORIGINAL  BUDGET  OF  $536  MILLION  AND  $509  MILLION  IN 
1992.  THE  INCREASE  IN  EXPENSES  OVER  FISCAL  YEAR  1992  NOW 
ANTICIPATED,  IS  PRIMARILY  DUE  TO  THE  EFFECT  OF  INFLATION  ON 
WAGES,  SUPPLIES  AND  MATERIALS,  FUEL  OIL,  AND  THE  TONNAGE 
PAYMENTS  TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  PANAMA. 

THE  COMMISSION'S  BUDGET  FOR  PAYROLL  AND  RELATED  COSTS 
IS  $286  MILLION  (54  PERCENT  OF  TOTAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES)  UP 
2.9  PERCENT  AFTER  ABSORBING  THE  PAY-RATE  INCREASES  OF  3.7 
PERCENT,  EFFECTIVE  JANUARY  1  AND  APRIL  1,  OF  THIS  FISCAL  YEAR. 
ALSO,  THE  TONNAGE  PAYMENTS  TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  PANAMA,  REQUIRED 
BY  TREATY,  ARE  FORECAST  TO  INCREASE  TO  $69  MILLION,  OR  $2.4 
MILLION  OVER  1992  AS  A  RESULT  OF  THE  REQUIRED  BIENNIAL 
ADJUSTMENT,  EFFECTIVE  OCTOBER  1,  1992. 

IN  SUMMARY,  WE  ARE  EXPERIENCING  LOWER  TRAFFIC  LEVELS 
THAN  ORIGINALLY  FORECAST  AND  INFLATIONARY  COST  INCREASES  ABOVE 
ACTUAL  TRAFFIC  GROWTH.  NEVERTHELESS,  WE  HAVE  ADJUSTED  OUR 
OPERATING  COSTS  DOWNWARD  TO  LEVELS  THAT  WILL  ENSURE  THAT  TOTAL 
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OPERATING  REVENUES,  WILL  RECOVER:  (1)  ALL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1993;  (2)  THE  $4  MILLION  LOSS  CARRIED  FORWARD 
FROM  1992;  AND  (3)  THE  $15  MILLION  REQUIRED  FOR  THE  1993 
CAPITAL  PROGRAM  AND  WORKING  CAPITAL. 

OUTLOOK  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
TURNING  TO  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  THE  COMMISSION'S  BUDGET,  AS 
MANDATED  BY  PUBLIC  LAW  96-70,  PROVIDES  FOR  A  BREAK-EVEN 
OPERATION.  NET  OPERATING  REVENUES  (AFTER  PROVIDING  $14.5 
MILLION  FOR  THE  CAPITAL  PROGRAM  AND  $2  MILLION  FOR  WORKING 
CAPITAL)  ARE  ESTIMATED  AT  $541  MILLION,  COMPARED  TO  $529 
MILLION  IN  1993. 

STRONGER  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  IN  THE  U.S.  IN  1993,  ALONG 
WITH  SOME  MARGINAL  IMPROVEMENT  IN  THE  JAPANESE  AND  CERTAIN 
EUROPEAN  ECONOMIES,  PRESENTS  A  SLIGHTLY  BRIGHTER  OUTLOOK  FOR 
WORLD  TRADE  AND  CANAL  BUSINESS  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1994. 
ADDITIONALLY,  LATIN  AMERICAN  TRADE  WITH  THE  U.S.  AND  EUROPE, 
ALTHOUGH  SMALL  IN  ABSOLUTE  SIZE,  IS  FORECAST  TO  CONTINUE 
EXPANDING  AS  ECONOMIC  REFORMS  IN  LATIN  AMERICAN  NATIONS 
STIMULATE  TRADE  AND  INVESTMENT.  THE  IMPROVEMENT  IN  THE  U.S. 
AND  JAPANESE  ECONOMIES,  HOWEVER,  IS  EXPECTED  TO  BE  MODERATE; 
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AND  THIS  SLOW  RECOVERY,  TOGETHER  WITH  WEAK  GROWTH  IN  EUROPE, 
POINTS  TO  SMALL  GAINS  IN  CANAL  TRADE. 

CANAL  COMMERCIAL  CARGO  MOVEMENTS  ARE  FORECAST  TO 
INCREASE  ABOUT  2.5  PERCENT,  LED  BY  INCREASES  IN  U.S.  GRAIN 
EXPORTS  AND  CONTAINERIZED  CARGO.  ADDITIONALLY,  FIVE 
CONSECUTIVE  YEARS  OF  DECLINE  IN  THE  AUTOMOBILE  TRADE  SHOULD 
END  IN  1993,  AND  SHIPMENTS  OF  REFRIGERATED  PRODUCTS  ARE 
FORECAST  TO  STRENGTHEN,  PROVIDED  THE  BANANA  TRADE  IS  NOT 
ADVERSELY  AFFECTED  BY  PROPOSED  EUROPEAN  TRADE  BARRIERS. 

THIS  GENERAL  IMPROVEMENT  IN  CANAL  TRADE  IS  ANTICIPATED 
TO  RESULT  IN  OCEANGOING  TRANSITS  RISING  FROM  12,425,  OR  34  PER 
DAY,  IN  1993  TO  12,650,  OR  34.7  PER  DAY,  IN  1994.  PANAMA 
CANAL  NET  TONS  ARE  FORECAST  TO  INCREASE  2.2  PERCENT  FROM  191.5 
MILLION  IN  1993  TO  195.8  MILLION  IN  1994.  TOLL  REVENUES 
SHOULD  INCREASE  $9  MILLION,  OR  2.2  PERCENT,  FROM  $408  MILLION 
TO  $417  MILLION  IN  1994.  TOTAL  OPERATING  REVENUES  (BEFORE 
CONTRIBUTIONS  FOR  CAPITAL  EXPENDITURES  AND  WORKING  CAPITAL) 
ARE  FORECAST  AT  $558  MILLION,  AN  INCREASE  OF  ABOUT  $14  MILLION 
OR  2.5  PERCENT  FROM  1993. 
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WITH  REGARDS  TO  OPERATING  COSTS,  TOTAL  OPERATING 
EXPENSES  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  ARE  FORECAST  TO  BE  $542  MILLION, 
AN  INCREASE  OF  $16  MILLION,  OR  3  PERCENT,  OVER  THE  $526 
MILLION  CURRENTLY  ESTIMATED  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1993. 

THE  PAYROLL  COSTS  BUDGETED  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  REFLECT 
THE  PRESIDENT'S  PROPOSED  WAGE  FREEZE.  DESPITE  THE  ANTICIPATED 
FREEZE,  THE  COMMISSION'S  PAYROLL  AND  RELATED  COSTS  ARE 
PROJECTED  TO  INCREASE  $12  MILLION,  PRIMARILY  AS  A  RESULT  OF 
(1)  THE  FULL  YEAR  CARRYOVER  EFFECT  OF  THE  3.7  PERCENT  PAY 
INCREASES  WHICH  TOOK  EFFECT  IN  JANUARY  AND  APRIL  OF  1993,  AND 
WITHIN  GRADE  STEP  INCREASES;  (2)  ADDITIONAL  MANPOWER 
REQUIREMENTS  FOR  THE  LINE  HANDLING  FORCE  REQUIRED  TO  HANDLE 
THE  INCREASE  IN  VESSELS  OVER  100  FOOT  BEAM  TRANSITING  THE 
WATERWAY;  AND  (3)  SMALL  INCREASES  IN  WORK  YEARS  FOR  THE 
MARITIME  TRAINING  PROGRAM  AND  SOME  ADDITIONAL  OVERHAUL  WORK. 

SUPPLIES  AND  MATERIALS  COSTS  ARE  PROJECTED  TO  INCREASE 
BY  $3  MILLION,  PRIMARILY  AS  A  RESULT  OF  PRICE  ESCALATION  AND 
AN  INCREASE  IN  THE  PROCUREMENT  OF  REPLACEMENT  DREDGE  PARTS 
NEEDED  TO  SUPPORT  ONGOING  CHANNEL  MAINTENANCE  AND  IMPROVEMENT 
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PROJECTS.    IN  ADDITION,  TREATY  PAYMENTS  TO  PANAMA  WILL 
INCREASE  $1.5  MILLION. 

IN  SUMMARY,  THE  COMMISSION  HAS  BUDGETED  A  BREAK  EVEN 
OPERATION  FOR  1994,  RECOVERING  ALL  COSTS  OF  OPERATIONS  AND  THE 
FUNDS  REQUIRED  FOR  ITS  CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM  AND  WORKING 
CAPITAL. 


CONGRESSIONAL  LIMITATIONS 
FOR  THOSE  ITEMS  UNDER  CONGRESSIONAL  LIMITATIONS,  THE 
COMMISSION  IS  REQUESTING  A  TOTAL  OF  $46,000  FOR  OFFICIAL 
RECEPTION  AND  REPRESENTATION  EXPENSES,  OF  WHICH  (1)  NOT  MORE 
THAN  $11,000  MAY  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  THE  SUPERVISORY  BOARD  OF  THE 
COMMISSION;  (2)  NOT  MORE  THAN  $5,000  MAY  BE  AVAILABLE  FOR  SUCH 
EXPENSES  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  COMMISSION;  AND  (3)  NOT  MORE 
THAN  $30,000  MAY  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  THE  ADMINISTRATOR  OF  THE 
COMMISSION. 

WITH  RESPECT  TO  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES,  THE 
REVOLVING-FUND  LEGISLATION  LIMITS  SUCH  EXPENSES  TO  THE  AMOUNT 
PROVIDED  ANNUALLY  IN  APPROPRIATION  ACTS.  AS  PROVIDED  IN  THE 
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PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994,  THE  COMMISSION 
PROJECTS  A  REQUIREMENT  OF  $51.7  MILLION  FOR  THIS  CATEGORY  OF 
EXPENSE.  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  ADDRESS  IN  MORE  DETAIL  THE  FUNCTIONS 
THAT  ARE  INCLUDED  IN  THIS  CATEGORY. 

1.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTION.  $13.5  MILLION.  THIS  PROVIDES 
FOR  THE  MANAGEMENT,  PLANNING,  DIRECTION,  AND  CONTROL  OF 
OVERALL  COMMISSION  ACTIVITIES,  SUCH  AS  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE 
ADMINISTRATOR,  OTHER  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES,  AND  THE  COSTS 
ASSOCIATED  WITH  THE  SECRETARY'S  OFFICE  IN  WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

2.  OPERATIONS  DIRECTION.  $2.4  MILLION.  THIS  PROVIDES 
FOR  THE  BUREAU-LEVEL  DIRECTION  AND  COORDINATION  OF  SEPARATE 
OPERATING  BUREAUS  WHICH  ARE  DIRECTLY  RELATED  TO  THE  TRANSIT 
AND  SUPPORT  FUNCTIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

3.  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT.  $16.0  MILLION.  THIS  FUNCTION 
IS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  FINANCIAL  PLANS, 
ACCOUNTING  AND  RATE-MAKING  POLICIES,  COMMISSION  BUDGETS, 
ESTABLISHMENT  OF  SYSTEMS  OF  INTERNAL  CONTROL,  AND  OPERATION  OF 
THE  COMMISSION'S  CENTRAL  COMPUTER  OPERATION. 
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4.  PERSONNEL  ADMINISTRATION.  $4.9  MILLION.  THIS 
FUNCTION  HAS  THE  AGENCY-WIDE  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  PERSONNEL 
ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT,  AND  THE  JOINT  PERSONNEL  PROGRAM 
THAT  PROVIDES  STAFFING  SERVICES  FOR  PARTICIPATING  FEDERAL 
AGENCIES  IN  THE  PANAMA  CANAL  AREA. 

5.  EMPLOYMENT  COSTS.  $15.0  MILLION.  THIS  CATEGORY  OF 
EXPENSE  COVERS  CERTAIN  EMPLOYMENT  COSTS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 
WHICH  ARE  GENERAL  IN  NATURE  AND  NOT  IDENTIFIED  WITH  OTHER 
SPECIFIC  ACTIVITIES.  INCLUDED  ARE  PROVISIONS  FOR 
REIMBURSEMENT  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  FOR  EDUCATION  AND 
HOSPITAL  SERVICES,  THE  COMMISSION'S  SHARE  OF  PREMIUM  COSTS  FOR 
EMPLOYEES'  HEALTH  BENEFITS  INSURANCE,  AND  EMPLOYEES' 
HOME-LEAVE  TRAVEL  COSTS. 

CAPITAL  REOUIREMENTS 
TURNING  TO  THE  CAPITAL  PROGRAM  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994,  AS 
IN  PAST  YEARS,  EIGHTY  PERCENT  OF  THE  PROGRAM  IS  DEVOTED  TO 
ESSENTIAL  TRANSIT  FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT.  IN  THAT  REGARD, 
I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  ADDRESS  IN  MORE  DETAIL,  THE  MAJOR  CONTINUING 
PROJECT  IN  OUR  CAPITAL  PROGRAM,  THE  WIDENING  OF  THE  GAILLARD 
CUT. 
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CUT  WIDENING 
AS  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  MAY  RECALL,  THE  GAILLARD 
CUT  WIDENING  PROGRAM  IS  DESIGNED  TO  INCREASE  THE  CANAL'S 
CAPACITY  ON  AN  INCREMENTAL  BASIS  AS  THE  WORK  PROGRESSES, 
THEREBY  PROVIDING  AN  ENHANCED  RESERVE  CAPACITY  MARGIN 
SUFFICIENT  TO  HANDLE  PROJECTED  LEVELS  OF  TRANSITS  WELL  INTO 
THE  NEXT  CENTURY.  THE  GAILLARD  CUT  IS  A  NARROW  8  MILE  STRETCH 
OF  THE  CANAL  WHERE  CERTAIN  LARGE  VESSELS  ARE,  FOR  SAFETY 
REASONS,  RESTRICTED  TO  ONE  WAY  TRAFFIC  DURING  DAYLIGHT  HOURS 
ONLY.  AS  SUCH  IT  MAY  BECOME  A  BOTTLENECK  LIMITING  THE  ABILITY 
OF  THE  CANAL  TO  MEET  THE  PROJECTED  LONG  TERM  GROWTH  IN  DEMAND 
FOR  LARGE  VESSEL  TRANSITS.  THE  CUT  WIDENING  PROJECT  CONSISTS 
OF  TWO  TYPES  OF  EARTH  REMOVAL,  THE  REMOVAL  OF  EARTH  LOCATED 
ABOVE  THE  WATER  LEVEL  CALLED  DRY  WORK,  AND  THE  REMOVAL  OF 
EARTH  AND  ROCK  LOCATED  BELOW  THE  LAKE  LEVEL  WHICH  IS  REFERRED 
TO  AS  WET  WORK.  THE  PROGRAM  WAS  DESIGNED  AND  SCHEDULED  TO 
ALLOW  FOR  THE  DRY  EXCAVATION  TO  BE  DONE  BY  OUTSIDE  CONTRACTORS 
AND  THE  WET  EXCAVATION  TO  BE  ACCOMPLISHED  UTILIZING  EXISTING 
COMMISSION  RESOURCES  AND  EQUIPMENT,  WITH  THE  DRY  WORK 
PRECEDING  THE  WET  WORK  BY  ABOUT  ONE  YEAR. 
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THE  DRY  EXCAVATION  WORK  WHICH  BEGAN  IN  FISCAL  YEAR 
1992,  IS  DIVIDED  INTO  THREE  PHASES  COVERING  THE  NORTHERN, 
CENTRAL,  AND  SOUTHERN  SECTIONS  OF  THE  CUT.  THE  NORTHERN 
PHASE,  WHICH  IS  CURRENTLY  IN  PROGRESS,  IS  SUBDIVIDED  INTO  TEN 
EXCAVATION  PROJECTS.  TWO  OF  THE  EXCAVATION  PROJECTS  ARE 
ALREADY  COMPLETED,  A  THIRD  IS  90  PERCENT  COMPLETE,  ANOTHER 
ALMOST  HALF  DONE  AND  WORK  COMMENCED  ON  A  FIFTH  IN  JANUARY. 
THE  CONTRACT  FOR  A  SIXTH  SECTION  WAS  AWARDED  IN  FEBRUARY,  WITH 
WORK  SCHEDULED  TO  COMMENCE  IN  MARCH  OF  THIS  YEAR  AND  BE 
COMPLETED  IN  OCTOBER.  IN  SUMMARY,  THE  DRY  EXCAVATION  WORK  IS 
PROGRESSING  IN  A  MOST  SATISFACTORY  MANNER.  OVER  60  PERCENT  OF 
THE  WORK  ON  THE  CONTRACTS  AWARDED  SO  FAR  HAS  BEEN  COMPLETED. 
IN  ADDITION,  THE  BIDS  FOR  THE  DRY  EXCAVATION  CONTRACT  WORK 
AWARDED  TO  DATE  HAVE  BEEN  SUBSTANTIALLY  BELOW  THE  INITIAL 
ENGINEERING  ESTIMATES  WHICH  HAS  ALLOWED  US  TO  ADVANCE  THE 
WORK,  AND  TO  BE  AHEAD  OF  SCHEDULE  IN  THE  PROGRAM. 

THE  WET  EXCAVATION  USING  EXISTING  "IN-HOUSE"  DREDGING 
RESOURCES  ON  AN  "AS  AVAILABLE"  BASIS,  WILL  REMOVE  THE 
REMAINING  EARTH  AND  ROCK  TO  A  DEPTH  OF  48  FEET  BELOW  THE  WATER 
LEVEL.  THE  AREA  TO  BE  REMOVED  WILL  BE  DRILLED,  AND  THEN 
BLASTED  TO  BREAK  UP  THE  ROCK  FORMATIONS  BELOW  THE  WATER,  IN 
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ORDER  TO  FACILITATE  THE  FINAL  REMOVAL  OF  THE  MATERIAL  BY 
COMMISSION  DREDGING  EQUIPMENT.  THE  LAND  BASED  AND  WATER  BASED 
DRILLING  AND  BLASTING  WILL  COMMENCE  DURING  THE  FIRST  QUARTER 
OF  FISCAL  YEAR  1994.  THE  REMOVAL  OF  THE  BELOW  WATER  LAND  MASS 
BY  THE  COMMISSION'S  DREDGES  WILL  BEGIN  IN  LATE  1994. 

CONCLUSION 
IN  CLOSING,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  BRIEFLY  DISCUSS  CERTAIN 
ASPECTS  OF  THE  EFFORTS  CURRENTLY  UNDERWAY  TO  PREPARE  FOR  THE 
YEAR  2000.  ALTHOUGH  MUCH  STILL  REMAINS  TO  BE  DONE  TO 
ADEQUATELY  PREPARE  FOR  THE  SMOOTH  TRANSFER  OF  THE  CANAL  TO 
PANAMA,  THE  COMMISSION  IS  DOING  ALL  THAT  IT  CAN  TO  ENSURE  THAT 
THE  CANAL  CONTINUES  TO  PROVIDE  HIGH  QUALITY  TRANSIT  SERVICE  TO 
WORLD  SHIPPING.  THE  WATERWAY  IS  CURRENTLY  IN  GOOD  OPERATING 
CONDITION,  AND  WE  ARE  INVESTING  APPROXIMATELY  $125  MILLION 
ANNUALLY  IN  MAINTAINING  AND  IMPROVING  THE  FACILITY. 

WE  CONTINUALLY  STRIVE  TO  MAINTAIN  PROFESSIONALISM  AND 
HIGH  MORALE  AMONG  OUR  EMPLOYEES.  ACCORDINGLY,  TRAINING 
PROGRAMS  CONTINUE  TO  RECEIVE  TOP  PRIORITY  TO  ENSURE  A  QUALITY 
WORK  FORCE  AND  PROVIDE  FOR  INCREASED  PARTICIPATION  BY 
PANAMANIANS  THROUGHOUT  THE  ORGANIZATION.  PANAMANIAN  CITIZENS 
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NOW  COMPRISE  APPROXIMATELY  88  PERCENT  OF  THE  COMMISSION'S  WORK 
FORCE,  WITH  INCREASING  INVOLVEMENT  AT  ALL  MANAGEMENT  LEVELS. 
THE  NUMBER  OF  PANAMANIAN  PILOTS  PRESENTLY  TOTALS  106.  BY  YEAR. 
END,  APPROXIMATELY  HALF  OF  OUR  PILOT  FORCE  WILL  BE  PANAMANIAN 
CITIZENS. 

TO  BETTER  PREPARE  PANAMANIAN  GOVERNMENT  OFFICIALS  AND 
DESIGNATED  WORKING  GROUPS  FOR  THE  TRANSITION,  I  HAVE  BEEN 
ACTIVELY  INVOLVED,  ALONG  WITH  SENIOR  MEMBERS  OF  MY  STAFF,  IN 
PRESENTING  SPECIALLY  DESIGNED  BRIEFINGS  ON  CANAL  OPERATIONS. 
THE  PRIMARY  THRUST  OF  THESE  PRESENTATIONS  HAS  BEEN  TO  IDENTIFY 
THE  POLICIES,  SYSTEMS  AND  FUNCTIONS  THAT  ARE  CURRENTLY 
NECESSARY  FOR  THE  SUCCESSFUL  MANAGEMENT  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
THE  PANAMA  CANAL. 

THE  GOVERNMENT  OF  PANAMA  HAS  BEEN  TAKING  MORE  POSITIVE 
STEPS  DURING  THE  PAST  YEAR  TO  PLAN  FOR  THE  TRANSITION.  FOR 
EXAMPLE,  IN  A  SEPARATE,  BUT  RELATED  MATTER,  LEGISLATION  WAS 
RECENTLY  PASSED  BY  THE  PANAMANIAN  GOVERNMENT  CREATING  THE 
INTEROCEANIC  REGIONAL  AUTHORITY,  AN  AUTONOMOUS  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCY  WHICH  WILL  HAVE  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  THE  ADMINISTRATION 
AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  AREAS  OF  THE  FORMER  CANAL  ZONE  EITHER 
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ALREADY  REVERTED  TO  PANAMA  OR  TO  BE  TURNED  OVER  IN  THE  FUTURE. 
THE  PRESIDENT  OF  PANAMA  HAS  ALREADY  APPOINTED  THE  NINE 
INDIVIDUALS  WHO  WILL  BE  THE  AUTHORITY'S  GOVERNING  BOARD. 
HOPEFULLY  THEY  WILL  BE  APPROVED  BY  THE  LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY 
SHORTLY,  AND  PLANNING  FOR  THE  USE  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE 
REVERTED  AREAS  CAN  BEGIN  IN  THE  NEAR  TERM. 

FURTHERMORE,  THE  AD  HOC  COMMITTEE  APPOINTED  BY 
PRESIDENT  ENDARA  IS  NOW  STUDYING  HOW  BEST  TO  STRUCTURE  THE  NEW 
CANAL  ENTITY  WHICH  WILL  BE  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE  FUTURE 
ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  WATERWAY.  IN  THAT  REGARD,  EIGHT 
FUNCTIONAL  SUBCOMMITTEES  HAVE  BEEN  FORMED  BY  PANAMA  TO  ASSIST 
IN  THAT  ENDEAVOR  BY  FOCUSSING  ON  THE  KEY  ISSUES  RELATIVE  TO 
THE  TRANSITION.  WE  HAVE  BEEN  WORKING  HARD  TO  ASSIST  THESE 
SUBCOMMITTEES  AND  THEY  HAVE  BEEN  MEETING  WITH  US  AND  RECEIVING 
BRIEFINGS  ON  CANAL  MANAGEMENT  AND  ADMINISTRATION. 

I  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  GOVERNMENT  OF  PANAMA  IS  MOVING  IN 
THE  RIGHT  DIRECTION  AND  I  AM  PLEASED  THAT  THEIR  PLANNING 
PROCESS  IS  NOW  UNDERWAY.  ALTHOUGH  THERE  IS  A  LOT  TO  BE  DONE, 
MOST  OF  THE  KEY  INDIVIDUALS  AND  DECISION  MAKERS  ARE  BEGINNING 
TO  DEVELOP  A  MUCH  BETTER  UNDERSTANDING  OF  THE  IMPORTANT  ISSUES 
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WHICH  MUST  BE  ADDRESSED  TO  FACILITATE  A  SMOOTH  TRANSITION  OF 
THE  WATERWAY  TO  PANAMANIAN  CONTROL  ON  DECEMBER  31,  1999. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THAT  CONCLUDES  MY  PREPARED  REMARKS.  I 
WOULD  BE  PLEASED  TO  ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS  THAT  YOU  OR  THE 
MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  MAY  HAVE  AT  THIS  TIME. 


18 


225 


TRANSITION  OF  CANAL 


Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Secretary  and  Mr.  Administrator,  we  appreciate  your  state- 
ments and  would  like  to  move  immediately  to  the  issues  you  raised, 
Mr.  Guardia,  in  the  closing  pages  of  your  statement,  which  is  the 
transition. 

During  the  hearings  last  year  the  following  statement  appears 
concerning  the  transition  of  the  Canal  to  Panama:  "Thus,  it  may 
be  some  time  before  actual  tangible  results  are  evident  in  the  form 
of  specific  decisions  by  the  present  Panamanian  administration,  or 
by  related  legislative  measures  being  enacted  by  Panama's  Nation- 
al Assembly." 

It  is  therefore  encouraging  to  note  in  your  statement  on  page  16 
the  comment  that  "the  Government  of  Panama  has  been  taking 
more  positive  steps  during  the  past  year  to  plan  for  the  transition." 

You  give  some  brief  examples.  Could  you  elaborate  on  those  and 
indicate  the  actions  that  you  think  demonstrate  the  increased  in- 
volvement of  the  Panamanian  government. 

Mr.  Guardia.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  issue  of  the  transition  on  the  Panamanian  side  toward  the 
year  2000  is  a  very  important  one.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  a  diffi- 
cult one  in  the  sense  that  prior  to  being  able  to  make  any  decision 
with  regard  to  the  future  of  the  waterway,  there  was  a  need  for  the 
Ad  Hoc  Commission  and  its  Subcommittees  to  understand  the 
Canal's  business  and  to  know  what  are  the  sensitive  things  that 
are  necessary  for  this  operation  under  the  Panamanian  govern- 
ment. There  are  many  sensitive  things  that  today  are  operating 
under  United  States  legislation. 

So  the  first  steps  have  been  directed  towards  making  Panamani- 
an government  officials  and  the  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittees  aware  of 
the  Commission's  operation.  We  also  have  become  intensively  in- 
volved with  organizations  of  the  private  sector  to  provide  an  under- 
standing of  the  Canal's  operation  and  what  its  sensitivities  are.  In 
the  end,  this  government  or  any  government  would  need  a  consen- 
sus attitude  in  Panama  as  to  what  steps  are  needed  to  make  this 
transition  successful. 

We  are  very  active  in  this  process  right  now.  We  have  exchanged 
a  great  amount  of  information  with  those  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittees, 
of  which  there  are  eight  that  have  been  designated  to  deal  with  the 
different  areas  that  are  very  sensitive.  'These  include  the  tolls 
policy  for  the  future  and  labor  issues.  Panama  will  have  to  adopt 
legislation  in  order  to  preserve  the  Canal's  merit  system  and  its 
labor  management  relations  and  things  of  that  nature. 

I  think  it  is  very  encouraging  to  see  that  movement  has  taken 
place  within  the  Panamanian  Government  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Price.  What  gaps  do  you  see  in  this  effort?  Are  there  key 
actions  that  you  see  remaining  that  the  Panamanians  need  to  take 
and  things  they  haven't  addressed  adequately? 

Mr.  Guardia.  No,  I  think  they  are  addressing  all  of  the  subjects. 
We  had  an  initial  briefing  that  really  addressed  not  so  much  what 
the  Canal  operation  is  all  about,  but  rather  what  sensitive  things 
on  which  the  government  needs  to  concentrate  its  attention.  The 
Canal  will  be  turned  over  with  an  operations  manual,  if  you  want 
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to  call  it  that.  There  are  a  lot  of  regulations  in  the  Panama  Canal 
that  the  Panamanian  Government  doesn't  need  to  because  they  will 
be  transferred  to  the  successor  entity.  They  will  be  applied  by  the 
same  people  who  are  applying  them  today. 

However,  there  are  areas  which  need  the  development  of  legisla- 
tion in  Panama  that  doesn't  presently  exist,  that  will  replace  the 
U.S.  legislation  that  disappears  December  31,  1999.  On  that  date, 
the  Commission  would  be  without  a  basis  or  foundation  as  far  as 
legislative  determinations  and  decisions  are  concerned. 

These  issues  were  identified  to  the  Ad  Hoc  Commission  which  is 
why  it  nominated  eight  subcommittees  to  address  each  one  of  the 
issues  and  develop  recommendations  in  these  areas.  These  recom- 
mendations will  eventually  form  the  basis  of  legislation  needed  by 
Panama  to  operate  the  canal. 

Mr.  Price.  You  say  there  are  eight  working  groups  dealing  with 
these  matters  now? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Price.  What  is  the  subject  matter  of  those  eight  working 
groups? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  The  main  topics  are  toll  policies  and  the  govern- 
ance of  the  agency.  Another  group  is  looking  at  the  financial  as- 
pects of  it.  This  deals  mostly  with  what  we're  doing  here  today, 
which  is  appearing  before  the  U.S.  Congress  for  approval  of  the 
budget.  What  is  going  to  happen  after  the  year  2000  as  far  as  ap- 
proval of  the  entity's  budget?  This  is  a  subject  that  needs  to  be 
looked  at  because  there  are  no  laws  to  regulate  this  in  Panama 
today. 

Tolls  policy  is  an  important  issue  for  the  Republic  of  Panama 
and  a  very  important  issue  for  the  efficiency  of  the  Panama  Canal 
in  the  future  and  the  part  it  will  play  after  the  year  2000  in  being 
an  important  international  waterway.  These  are  issues  that  are 
being  considered  by  that  Subcommittee. 

There  is  also  a  Subcommittee  on  labor  matters  that  deals  mainly 
with  the  hiring  procedures  and  the  promotion  policies  and  prdce- 
dures  within  the  Commission  and  also  with  labor  relation  matters. 

Another  area  that  is  very  important  is  the  procurement  area. 
The  Commission  operates  as  a  very  independent  and  very  autono- 
mous agency  today.  It  has  procurement  systems  that  follow  United 
States  procurement  regulations.  This  is  a  key  subject  for  the  Pana- 
manian transition  because  the  canal  needs  the  capability  to  have  a 
very  fast  response  to  emergency  situations  that  occur  in  the  water- 
way, without  having  to  go  through  the  very  cumbersome  bureau- 
cratic processes  that  agencies  of  the  Panamanian  Government 
presently  have  to  go  through.  So  this  is  an  issue  that  is  being 
looked  at  by  the  procurement  Subcommittee. 

How  many  have  I  mentioned  here? 

PRESIDENTIAL  AD  HOC  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Price.  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  complete  list  of  these 
working  groups  and  their  subject  matter  so  that  it  gives  us  a  more 
comprehensive  indication  of  these  problematic  are£is  £is  we  plan  for 
this  transition. 
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A  list  of  the  Subcommittees  of  Panama's  Presidential  Ad-Hoc 
Commission  follows. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Agency  Subcommittee 

Responsible  for  reviewing  the  administrative  and  operational  structure  of  the 
Panama  Canal,  including  the  different  types  of  organizations  that  have  managed 
the  Canal  since  the  1950's  (i.e.,  Panama  Canal  Company,  Panama  Canal  Commis- 
sion, revolving  fund  structure,  appropriated  fund  structure). 

Treaty  and  Legal  Affairs  Subcommittee 

Resj)onsible  for  reviewing  treaty  and  legal  matters  pertaining  to  the  operation 
and  management  of  the  Canal. 

Tolls,  Commerciauzation,  and  Marketing  Poucy  Subcommittee 

Responsible  for  reviewing  the  tolls  system  and  the  marketing  strategy  of  the 
Panama  Canal  Commission. 

Maritime  and  Ports  Strategy 

Responsible  for  reviewing  rules,  procedures,  plans  and  any  other  matters  directly 
related  to  or  affecting  the  marine  activities  conducted  by  the  Canal  (e.g.,  ships  tran- 
sits, port  activity,  commercial  development  of  Canal  area). 

Personnel  Subcommittee 

Responsible  for  reviewing  all  aspects  pertaining  to  the  management  of  human  re- 
sources in  the  Panama  Canal  Commission  (e.g.,  labor  relations,  merit  system,  re- 
cruiting/hiring procedures,  grievance  procedures,  incentives). 

Canal  Watershed  and  Environment 

Responsible  for  reviewing  matters  pertaining  to  the  use,  development  and  preser- 
vation of  the  Canal  watershed,  and  the  impact  these  activities  may  have  on  the  op- 
eration of  the  Panama  Canal. 

Economics,  Budget,  Finance,  Audit  and  Controls  Subcommittee 

Responsible  for  reviewing  the  financial,  budget  and  audit  systems  of  the  Panama 
Canal  Commission  as  well  as  the  laws,  rules  and  regulations  affecting  these  activi- 
ties. 

Maintenance,  Improvements,  Contracting,  Procurement,  Safety  and  Health 

Subcommittee 

Responsible  for  reviewing  the  different  activities  of  the  Panama  Canal  Commis- 
sion that  are  necessary  for  the  continuous  operation  of  the  Canal  (e.g.,  telecommuni- 
cations system,  computer  system,  maintenance  programs). 

Mr.  Price.  Are  there  any  particular  areas  where  the  transition  is 
dangerously  behind  or  are  there  major  hurdles  that  you  could  iden- 
tify? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  Not  really.  I  think  the  process  is  moving  along  the 
lines  that  it  naturally  should  follow.  I  would  say  that  all  the  areas 
that  need  to  be  looked  into  are  under  review. 

The  hurdles  we  envision  in  the  future  are  the  normal  hurdles. 
Out  of  these  Subcommittees  and  out  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Commission 
will  come  a  recommendation  to  the  Government  of  Panama.  That's 
the  reason  I  mentioned  in  my  statement  the  process  of  creating  the 
Interoceanic  Regional  Authority,  an  entity  different  from  the 
Panama  Canal  Commission  and  one  of  great  importance  to  the  Re- 
public of  Panama.  They  have  already  gone  through  that  process, 
and  have  come  up  with  a  recommendation  for  the  Government  of 
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Panama.  The  legislation  suffered  some  minor  adjustments  by  the 
Executive  Branch  of  Panama  and  was  submitted  to  the  Legislative 
Branch  and  suffered  through  the  process  of  debate,  something  like 
what  you  go  through,  and  finally  it  was  approved. 

The  Government  of  Panama  has  nominated  the  members  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Interoceanic  Regional  Authority,  which  is 
very  comforting  in  the  sense  that  there  has  been  a  real  effort  to 
isolate  that  agency  from  political  pressures  in  the  Panamanian 
arena  which  are  much  stronger  than  they  would  be  in  the  United 
States  arena.  The  people  nominated  for  the  Board  of  Directors  are 
from  the  private  sector  in  Panama,  which  is  a  good  step  in  the 
right  direction. 

The  hurdles  that  we  envision  are  the  ones  that  I  just  mentioned. 
The  body  of  legislation  required  for  the  Canal's  operation  is  much 
more  comprehensive  than  the  body  of  legislation  that  came  out  as 
a  recommendation  for  the  Interoceanic  Regional  Authority.  It  is 
much  more  comprehensive  legislation  because  it  not  only  creates 
the  agency  or  assumes  the  present  agency  under  the  Government 
of  Panama,  but  it  also  has  to  deal  with  operational  areas  that  are 
very  sensitive  to  the  canal's  operation. 

The  process  will  take  place  within  the  Executive  Branch  itself. 
That  is  why  we  have  put  a  lot  of  emphasis  on  familiarizing  people 
in  the  Government  of  Panama  with  the  complications,  vastness, 
and  sensitivities  of  the  operations  of  the  Panama  Canal  so  that 
they  can  have  a  sound  basis  for  an  informed  look  at  these  recom- 
mendations. Also,  we  will  be  initiating  the  same  effort  with  the 
Legislative  Branch  so  that  they  will  be  prepared  for  the  legislative 
debate  that  will  need  to  take  place. 

These  are  the  hurdles  we  will  have  to  face  and  address. 

PRE-TREATY  ELIGIBLE  RETIREMENTS 

Mr.  Price.  One  aspect  of  personnel  policy  that  has  serious  finan- 
cial implications  is  how  the  retirement  of  present  personnel  might 
proceed.  It  is  my  understanding  that  up  to  2,500  Panamanians  will 
be  eligible  for  retirement  when  the  Canal  transfers  in  1999.  Em- 
ployees with  18  years  of  service  age  45  or  older  and  those  with  23 
years  of  service  at  any  age  could  retire  with  no  reduction  in  their 
pensions. 

Is  it  accurate  to  assume  that  all  such  employees,  as  pre-treaty 
personnel,  could  leave  their  positions  with  U.S.  federal  pensions? 
Also,  does  anyone  have  a  realistic  estimate  of  how  many  eligible 
employees  might  retire  just  before  the  transfer  of  the  Canal? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  Yes,  it  is  realistic  to  assume  that  most  of  those 
pre-treaty  employees  will  retire.  What  will  happen  there  depends 
upon  the  success  of  the  process  that  is  going  on  right  now,  of  devel- 
oping legislation  that  will  ensure  the  continuation  of  the  employ- 
ment policies  that  exist  today.  I  say  this  because  a  pre-treaty  Pana- 
manian employee  may  very  well  retire  post-year  2000  or,  depend- 
ing on  the  job  conditions  that  the  Panamanian  agency  presents, 
may  perhaps  retire  from  the  U.S.  Government  and  be  rehired  by 
the  Panamanian  government  under  the  new  agency  if  it  is  attrac- 
tive enough  for  him  to  do  so. 
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We  will  submit  for  the  record  the  numbers  that  we  have  on  these 
so  that  you  have  the  precise  information. 

How  many  will  retire  is  speculative.  We  can  assume,  from  man- 
agement's point  of  view,  that  a  large  number  will  be  retiring.  In 
managerial  areas  this  shouldn't  be  too  much  of  a  problem.  The 
highly  specialized  areas  will  have  to  be  looked  at  on  a  case-by-case 
basis,  and  perhaps  the  new  agency  will  have  to  make  offers  that 
would  entice  people  who  are  key  to  the  operation  to  stay  after  the 
year  2000. 

Mr.  Price.  Is  your  best  guess  about  2,500? 

Mr.  Kraegel.  Yes. 

Mr.  Price.  And  that  would  be  approximately  one-third  of  the 
present  full  time  permanent  positions.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Kraegel.  That's  right,  Mr.  Chairman.  All  pre-treaty  employ- 
ees are  covered  under  the  Civil  Service  System  and  are  subject  to 
the  early  retirement  benefits  that  the  implementing  legislation  for 
the  treaty  provided.  So  they  will  all  meet  the  requirements,  and 
will  be  eligible  for  early  retirement.  There  is  no  question  about  it. 

As  the  Administrator  said,  how  many  of  the  Panamanians  will 
take  that  early  retirement  is  going  to  depend  on  the  working  condi- 
tions and  the  incentives  post-2000. 

Mr.  Guardia.  I  would  like  to  add  that  this  is  a  very  important 
issue  in  considering  the  salary  levels  and  what  policy  is  adopted 
post-2000  because  most  of  these  people  receive  much  higher  wages 
than  they  would  receive  in  the  Panamanian  local  market. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Current  projections  show  1,075  pre-treaty  employees  will  be  on  the  rolls  at  year- 
end  1999. 

Mr.  Price.  Of  course,  the  pension  benefits  are  far  beyond  what 
they  would  receive  in  the  local  market.  What  will  happen  to  that? 
What  about  the  employees  who  opt  not  to  retire  but  to  stay  with 
the  Canal  operation?  What  happens  to  their  pensions? 

Mr.  Guardia.  In  order  to  keep  these  people,  the  government 
would  probably  have  to  adopt  a  policy  whereby  they  can  receive 
their  United  States  retirement  and  still  be  hired  by  and  receive 
their  salary  from  the  Panamanian  agency. 

Mr.  Rhode.  I  think  we  call  them  the  classic  double  dippers,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  think  that  is  what  Mr.  Guardia  is  referring  to. 

Mr.  Price.  They  would  remain  eligible  for  U.S.  retirement  for 
that  pre-transfer  portion  of  their  service? 

Mr.  Rhode.  Only  up  to  December  31,  1999.  Time  after  that  would 
not  count  toward  U.S.  retirement. 

Mr.  Price.  So  they  would  not  forfeit  that  by  not  taking  early  re- 
tirement? 

Mr.  Guardia.  The  only  time  where  there  would  be  a  problem  is 
if  they  went  to  work  for  another  U.S.  agency.  Then  there  would  be 
the  problem  that  they  couldn't  retire  and  be  hired  by  a  U.S. 
agency.  But  this  would  be  an  end  to  the  relationship  with  the  U.S. 
Government  agency.  They  would  receive  their  retirement  and  then 
the  Panamanian  government  would  have  to  deal  with  what  type  of 
treatment  they  give  to  these  people.  It  is  a  very  important  issue. 
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TRANSITION  STUDY 


Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Secretary,  your  statement  mentions  the  study 
that  may  result  in  actions  the  Commission  should  take  to  facilitate 
the  transition  of  the  Canal. 

Mr.  Rhode.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Price.  Although  Congress  will  get  the  study  in  October,  the 
Commission's  Board,  as  I  understand  it,  will  briefed  on  it  next 
month. 

Mr.  Rhode.  Next  week  the  status  of  it  will  be  briefed  by  the  prin- 
cipal contractor  on  the  study.  They  are  scheduled  to  complete  the 
study  and  present  it  to  the  Board  for  a  decision  at  its  July  meeting. 
Then  it  would  be  forwarded  through  the  Administration  to  the 
Congress  by  October  23rd. 

Mr.  Price.  Can  you  give  us  any  idea  today  of  the  major  issues 
the  study  will  address? 

Mr.  Rhode.  There  are  two  major  issues  that  the  study  is  looking 
at,  and  that  is,  the  governance  of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission, 
how  it  is  controlled,  whether  it  should  operate  through  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  and  how  it  should  be  set  up,  and  then,  on  the  finan- 
cial aspects  as  to  how  the  budget  should  be  controlled  and  how  one 
makes  this  agency  an  autonomous  apolitical  agenc^  .hat  could 
work  as  well  under  U.S.  law  as  we  move  closer  to  the  year  2000  as 
well  as  Panamanian  law  after  the  year  2000. 

So  the  ultimate  objective  of  the  study  is  to  have  minimal 
change  on  December  31,  1999  in  the  agency.  The  contractor  is  deal- 
ing with  officials  of  the  Government  of  Panama,  taking  their  views 
into  consideration,  and  will  be  giving  a  progress  report  at  the  meet- 
ing next  week  in  Panama. 

TOLL  revenues 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Regula? 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Have  revenues  gone  up  or  down  over  the  past  5  years  through 
tolls? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  There  have  been  toll  increases,  as  you  know. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  don't  mean  the  cost.  I  am  talking  about  the  total 
in  terms  of  volume  of  traffic. 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  That  would  really  be  the  net  tonnage,  which  is  the 
revenue-producing  base.  We  will  submit  for  the  record  this  infor- 
mation, but  tonnage-wise  we  have  gone  from  163.8  million  net  tons 
in  1984  to  195.8  million  projected  for  1994.  In  1992,  it  was  at  190.2 
million. 

We  are  projecting  increases  in  1993  and  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Year 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 


HISTORICAL 
(In  millions) 

P.C. 
Net  Tons 

Tolls 
Revenue 

163.8 

$289 

170.3 

301 

183.8 

323 

187.3 

330 

192.4 

339 

186.9 

330 

182.7 

356 

193.1 

375 

190.2 

369 

191.5 

est. 

408*  est 

195.8 

est. 

417*  est 

*lncludes  9.9  percent  toll  Increase  effective  10/1/92. 
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Mr.  Regula.  Does  this  reflect  growing  world  trade?  Would  the 
tonnage  increases  reflect  a  greater  movement  of  goods  among  na- 
tions? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  Mainly  it  reflects  the  recovery  of  the  United  States 
economy  and  the  Japanese  economy.  The  main  route  that  uses  the 
Panama  Canal  is  the  U.S.  East  coast,  the  Gulf,  and  the  Asian  coun- 
tries both  ways  with  exports  and  imports  in  both  directions. 

Those  recoveries  have  been  a  little  bit  sluggish.  That  is  the 
reason  why  1992  was  a  very  difficult  year.  We  have  seen  that  1993 
is  showing  some  recovery,  and  we  are  anticipating  that  it  will  con- 
tinue. 

SEA  LEVEL  CANAL 

Mr.  Regula.  Some  time  ago  I  used  to  hear  talk  about  a  sea  level 
second  canal  and  I  haven't  heard  that  lately.  Is  that  an  idea  whose 
idea  has  come  and  gone? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  The  sea  level  canal,  as  you  know,  is  being  looked 
at  by  a  tripartite  commission  between  the  Governments  of  the 
United  States,  Panama,  and  Japan.  They  are  going  to  have  a  final 
determination  at  the  end  of  September. 

A  special  form  of  sea  level  canal,  a  one-way  sea  level  canal,  is 
being  looked  at.  But  Mr.  Rhode  is  representing  the  Panemia  Canal 
Commission  on  that  committee.  Maybe  he  could  give  you  a  better 
response. 

Mr.  Rhode.  They  are  currently  looking  at  two  options.  One  is  the 
construction  of  a  third  set  of  locks,  and  the  other,  as  Mr.  Guardia 
said,  is  the  construction  of  a  sea  level  canal.  These  will  be  the  rec- 
ommendations to  their  respective  governments  when  they  finish. 
We  are  not  sure  what  will  be  the  final  recommendation,  or  if  there 
will  be  one.  The  costs  are  generally  prohibitive.  You  just  can't  get  a 
return  on  your  investment  by  building  something  like  that,  espe- 
cially when  we  see  that  the  Panama  Canal  in  its  current  configura- 
tion with  the  cut  widening  will  be  able  to  meet  all  the  require- 
ments of  international  shipping  well  into  the  next  century. 

GAILLARD  CUT 

Mr.  Regula.  So  you  are  in  the  process  of  widening  and  perhaps 
deepening  some  of  the  cuts? 

Mr.  Rhode.  Widening  but  not  deepening  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Regula.  These  would  be  the  so-called  choke  points  as  far  as 
traffic  is  concerned? 

Mr.  Rhode.  There  are  certain  Panama-class  vessels  that  can 
transit  the  Panama  Canal,  but  they  are  restricted  to  one-way  traf- 
fic during  daylight  hours  because  of  the  narrowness  of  the  Gaillard 
Cut.  The  project  is  starting  at  the  North  end  working  southward  to 
widen  that  cut  so  that  there  will  be  some  incremental  benefits  to 
the  shippers. 

It  is  a  20-year  program  costing  about  $200  million.  We  project 
that  if  we  don't  start  now,  there  will  be  a  choke  point  in  the  Canal 
in  2007  and  we  will  not  have  the  reserve  capacity  that  the  Canal 
needs  to  take  care  of  unprogrammed  increases  in  traffic  such  as  we 
had  during  the  Persian  Gulf  War. 
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Mr.  Regula.  On  the  engineering  dimension,  what  do  you  have  to 
do,  just  go  back  and  cut  down  and  move  all  that  dirt  out? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  Not  exactly. 

The  Canal  is  deepened  now  to  its  maximum  depth.  It  was  deep- 
ened some  years  £igo.  What  controls  that  is  the  depth  of  the  locks. 
The  Canal  was  built  a  little  shallower  than  the  depth  of  the  locks, 
and  for  that  reason  it  was  deepened. 

The  widening  that  we're  doing  now  will  result  in  the  completion 
of  the  construction  of  the  Panama  Canal  as  it  was  originally  envi- 
sioned in  the  sense  that  it  would  be  a  24-hour  two-way  canal  when 
the  widening  is  complete.  The  excavation  is  separated  into  two  ef- 
forts. One  is  what  we  call  the  dry  excavation,  which  is  excavation 
done  by  contractors  on  the  bank  of  the  Canal.  The  contractors  pre- 
pare a  plateau  from  which  the  Commission's  forces  then  drill  and 
blast.  The  material  that  we  blast  is  then  removed  with  our  dredg- 
ing equipment. 

The  work  is  done  in  two  stages,  with  the  dry  excavation  preced- 
ing the  wet  excavation.  We  have  one  day  evacuation  contract  that 
is  already  completed.  On  average,  the  six  contracts  that  have  been 
awarded  to  date  are  about  60  percent  complete.  We  will  be  starting 
the  wet  excavation  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994. 

Mr.  Regula.  Are  the  lock  areas  double  locks?  You  were  talking 
about  a  third  set  of  locks,  which  would  go  in  adjacent  to  the  double 
locks.  Would  these  be  wider? 

Mr.  Rhode.  Wider  and  longer. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  by  putting  in  that  extra  set  of  locks  you  would 
increase  the  capacity  as  far  as  ship  size  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Rhode.  You  could.  The  question  is  how  many  large  ships  you 
would  lure  to  the  Canal  by  putting  those  in. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  guess  the  biggest  ones  have  been  the  military  with 
the  battleships  and  the  carriers. 

Mr.  Rhode.  The  battleships  are  a  bygone  era.  They  still  have 
some  carriers.  As  you  know,  the  large  carriers  cannot  go  through 
the  current  locks. 

CANAL  maintenance 

Mr.  Regula.  Is  the  Canal  in  first-class  condition?  Do  you  have  a 
very  strenuous  ongoing  maintenance  program? 

Mr.  Rhode.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  Yes,  we  have  a  very  intensive  and  on-going  main- 
tenance effort.  Our  maintenance  program  is  a  15-year  program  so 
that  we  know  exactly  what  we're  going  to  bring  into  maintenance 
every  year  and  that  is  a  tool  for  preparing  our  budget.  But  we  are 
also  in  the  process  of  improving  the  Canal,  like  the  Gaillard  Cut,  or 
upgrading  all  the  communications  lines  to  fiber  optics.  We  are 
modernizing  the  Canal  in  many  aspects.  We  are  also  renewing 
equipment  when  it  reaches  the  end  of  its  service  life,  and  buying 
equipment  that  is  more  in  accord  with  the  needs  of  the  waterway 
today.  We  have  replaced  a  pretty  good  percentage  of  our  tug  fleet, 
for  instance,  upgrading  them  to  tugs  of  higher  capacity,  to  be  able 
to  respond  to  the  increase  we're  getting  in  the  Panamax-size  ships 
transiting  the  Canal. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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CANAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

We  have  a  number  of  additional  questions  for  the  record.  I  would 
like  to  pursue  with  you  here  some  questions  on  canal  security. 

The  January  report  of  significant  activities  reveals  that  the 
Transisthmian  Highway  was  closed  to  all  vehicular  traffic  for  15 
hours  on  January  23  after  notification  of  a  possible  bomb  at  the 
Gatun  River  Bridge.  Indeed,  100  kilograms  of  explosives  were  re- 
covered at  the  site.  Additional  bomb  threats  were  received  later  in 
January  and  again  in  February. 

How  serious  a  threat  is  this?  Have  any  of  the  threats  been  direct- 
ed specifically  at  the  Panama  Canal  Commission  facilities  or  em- 
ployees? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  I  would  say  that  these  events,  even  though  they 
had  an  effect  on  Canal  operations,  were  not  specifially  intended  to 
do  so.  We  always  prepare  ourselves  to  have  alternatives  to  those 
situations  that  take  place,  like  the  closing  of  the  Transisthmian 
Highway,  which  impairs  the  transportation  of  people  that  work  for 
the  Panama  Canal  Commission  on  the  Atlantic  side  of  the  Canal 
and  our  pilot  workforce.  We  have  ready  in  these  cases  water  trans- 
portation to  use  on  the  waterway  to  transport  these  employees. 

These  stoppages  have  been  of  a  political  nature,  not  addressed  to 
the  Canal,  but  rather  to  simply  closing  a  street  without  even  realiz- 
ing the  effect  that  it  could  have  on  the  Canal. 

We  have  had  very  close  communications  with  the  Panamian 
ministry  under  which  the  Panamanian  Police  functions,  underlin- 
ing the  importance  of  this  on  Canal  operations.  We  have  had  rea- 
sonable cooperation  in  this  respect  so  far.  So  it  is  an  area  that 
poses  situations  that  we  need  to  be  prepared  for. 

Mr.  Price.  You  are  saying  that  these  actions  have  not  been  di- 
rectly aimed  at  Canal  facilities  and  are  apparently  not  motivated 
by  anything  to  do  with  the  Canal's  presence  or  its  operations? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  No,  they  have  not. 

Mr.  Price.  What  has  been  the  nature  of  the  motivation? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  We  have  had  similar  actions  that  have  not  had  an 
impact  on  Canal  operations,  like  the  closing  of  a  very  important 
section  of  the  highway  into  Colon.  In  that  instance,  a  demonstra- 
tion by  people  from  the  Atlantic  side  closed  the  entrance  to  the 
city.  But  the  people  who  commute  to  Canal  jobs  must  go  through 
that  intersection.  But  it  didn't  interfere  with  Canal  operations. 

That  demonstration  was  really  related  to  unemployment  on  the 
Atlantic  side,  which  is  at  a  very  high  level.  Even  though  there  is  a 
Duty  Free  Zone  on  that  side  that  employs  a  lot  of  people,  there  still 
is  a  very  high  percentage  of  unemployment  in  that  area.  So  the 
demonstration  really  addressed  that  problem. 

Mr.  Price.  You  say  that  consultations  have  taken  place  about  se- 
curity about  this  incident  and  others  between  the  Panama  Canal 
Commission  and  the  Panamanian  government.  Are  you  satisfied 
that  the  Panamanian  government  is  taking  sufficient  steps  to  con- 
tain this  problem? 

Mr.  GuARDiA.  Yes,  I  am.  Since  I  have  been  in  office,  in  the  one 
instance  in  which  I  needed  to  do  that,  I  received  a  response  right 
away  and  cooperation  in  that  respect.  I  think  that  it  is  satisfactory. 
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At  a  lower  level,  we  have  developed  a  procedure  for  communicat- 
ing between  the  Commission's  Canal  Protection  Division  and  the 
Panamanian  Police  responsible  for  these  matters.  It  is  a  relation- 
ship that  has  been  working  satisfactorily. 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  leave  the  remainder  of  the  questions  for  the 
record. 

TOLL  INCREASE 

Mr.  Price.  Last  October  the  Commission  raised  tolls  for  the  tran- 
sit of  the  Canal  by  9.9  percent.  This  was  the  first  toll  increase  in  3 
years.  During  the  first  5  months  of  the  fiscal  year,  however,  toll 
revenue  was  $3.9  million  below  the  estimate. 

To  what  do  you  attribute  the  falloff  in  projected  revenue? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  lower-than-expected  performance  in  Canal  traffic  during  the  five  months  is 
primarily  attributed  to  the  slowdown  afflicting  both  the  U.S.  and  Japanese  econo- 
mies combined  with  declines  in  certain  commodities  from  other  regions.  The  poor 
performance  of  manufacturers  of  iron  and  steel  and  containerized  cargo,  for  exam- 
ple, is  primarily  the  result  of  the  sluggish  economies  of  the  two  countries.  Addition- 
ally, anticipated  growth  in  the  important  Latin  American  refrigerated  products 
trade  has  not  been  evident  during  the  period.  As  a  result,  total  Canal  cargo  during 
the  first  five  months  of  the  year  was  0.1  percent  above  prior  year  levels  compared 
with  a  projected  3.3  percent  increase,  resulting  in  tolls  revenue  2.2  percent  below 
previous  estimates  for  the  October  to  February  period.  Some  strengthening  of  Canal 
traffic  has  now  begun,  and  this  trend  is  expected  to  continue  during  the  remainder  of 
the  year.  Year-end  results  should  be  similar  or  slightly  higher  than  those  of  1992. 

CANAL  TRAFFIC  ELASTICITY 

Mr.  Price.  How  elastic  do  you  think  demand  is  for  Canal  tran- 
sits? Is  it  possible  that  some  of  the  falloff  in  demand  this  year  is 
due  to  the  price  increase? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  effect  of  toll-rate  increases  on  Canal  trade  varies  by  commodity,  depending  on 
the  commodity,  trade  route,  and  vessel  tjT)e  involved.  Sensitivity  analyses  of  Canal 
trade  indicate  that,  in  general,  a  toll-rate  increase  of  less  than  10  percent  would  not 
have  a  noticeable  effect  on  total  Canal  traffic  levels.  Any  impact  that  may  have  oc- 
curred because  of  the  toll-rate  increase  implemented  in  October  1992  on  Canal  traf- 
fic is  deemed  too  small  to  be  measurable  given  the  magnitude  of  trade  fluctuations. 

GRAIN  SHIPMENTS 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year  grain  shipments  were  below  anticipated 
levels.  We  have  seen  the  same  situation  for  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway.  Officials  of  the  Seaway  cite  conditions  in  Russia  and  in- 
creased competition  from  rail  and  intermodal  interests  for  the  de- 
cline. Do  you  agree  with  their  assessment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  agree  with  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway's  assessment  of  the  decline  in  grain  ship- 
ments at  that  facility.  The  Panama  Canal's  grain  trade,  however,  is  comprised  of 
different  markets,  consisting  primarily  of  exports  from  the  U.S.  East  Coast  to  Japan 
and  other  Far  East  countries.  Grain  exports  to  Russia  do  not  pass  through  the 
Panama  Canal.  The  small  decline  in  grain  shipments  experienced  in  1992  at  the 
Panama  Canal  was  primarily  due  to  a  drop  in  total  U.S.  corn  shipments  to  Japan. 

FY  1992  OPERATING  LOSS 

Mr.  Price.  The  decline  in  traffic  last  year  resulted  in  an  operat- 
ing loss  of  $4  million. 


236 

Mr.  Secretary,  your  statement  says  the  loss  was  carried  forward 
and  "will"  be  recovered  in  1993. 

Mr.  Administrator,  your  statement  indicates  that  the  loss 
"should"  be  covered  in  1993.  Which  is  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  revised  fiscal  year  1993  budget  provides  for  the  complete  recovery  of  the  $4 
million  loss  carried  forwEird  from  fiscal  year  1992.  We  fully  expect  to  recover  the 
loss,  in  its  entirety  in  fiscal  year  1993.  However,  £is  is  always  the  case  with  budget 
projections,  there  is  a  possibility  that  economic  events  may  unfold  slightly  different 
than  expected.  While  we  cannot  say  with  absolute  certainty  that  the  loss  "will"  be 
recovered,  we  have  every  reason  to  believe  that  it  will  be. 

Mr.  Price.  Especially  in  light  of  the  reduced  traffic  in  1993,  how 
hard  do  you  think  it  will  be  to  cover  the  loss? 

What  is  the  practical  effect  if  you  cannot  cover  the  loss  this 
year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Beised  upon  our  experience  through  February  1993,  we  are  fairly  confident  at  this 
time,  that  we  will  recover  the  full  $4  million  in  fiscal  year  1993.  If  the  economic 
situation  deteriorates  further,  we  will  make  every  effort  to  reduce  costs  further.  If, 
however,  we  are  unable  to  recover  some  portion  of  the  $4  million  loss,  the  unrecov- 
ered  portion  of  the  loss  will  be  carried  forward  and  recovered  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

REDUCTION  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1993  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Administrator,  as  a  result  of  the  lower  income 
projections,  you  are  cutting  operating  expenses  in  1993.  Detail  for 
us  precisely  how  you  intend  to  accomplish  this. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Tonnage  payments  to  Panama,  which  are  based  on  each  net  ton  that  transits  the 
Canal,  will  be  lower  as  a  direct  result  of  the  lower  traffic  forecast.  In  addition,  pay- 
roll costs  for  those  functions  directly  related  to  traffic,  linehandlers,  lock  crews,  etc. 
will  also  be  lower.  Also,  there  has  been  some  deferral  of  non-critical  maintenance 
work. 

TRAFFIC  AND  TOLL  REVENUE  PROJECTIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Provide  for  the  record  your  traffic  and  toll  revenue 
projections  for  the  next  3  fiscal  years,  along  with  explanations  for 
any  variations  from  the  amounts  shown  on  page  150  of  the  1993 
hearing  document. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  table  provides  the  current  projections  for  fiscal  years  1993  through 
1995. 


Fiscal  year 

Oceangoing 
transits 

Transits  daily 
average 

Total  P.C.  net 
tons 

Tolls  revenue  (in 
millions) 

1993 

1994 

1995 

12,425 

12,650 

12,800 

34.0 
34.7 
35.1 

191.5 
195.8 
198.6 

$408.0 
417.0 
423.0 

The  current  projections  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  revised  downward  the  tolls 
revenue  estimates  included  on  page  150  of  the  1993  hearing  document.  The  fiscal 
year  1993  tolls  revenue  estimates  of  $380.0  million  ($417.6  million  at  current  rates) 
was  revised  to  $408.0  million  to  account  for  Canal  traffic  patterns  unfolding  at  the 
outset  of  fiscal  year  1993  which  indicated  that  the  $417.6  million  target  would  not 
be  reached.  The  lower  performance  in  Canal  traffic  experienced  during  the  first  five 
months  of  the  current  year  relative  to  the  initial  estimate  is  primarily  due  to  the 
continuing  slowdown  in  U.S.  and  Japanese  economies. 
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Although  stronger  economic  growth  in  the  U.S.  in  1993  and  some  marginal  im- 
provement in  the  Japanese  economy  present  a  slightly  brighter  outlook  for  trade 
and  Canal  business  in  fiscal  year  1994,  the  tolls  revenue  estimate  of  $389.0  million 
($427.5  million  at  current  rates)  was  revised  downward  to  $417.0  million. 

GAILLARD  CUT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Price.  Your  statement  indicates  that  the  work  on  the  Gail- 
lard  Cut  widening  program  is  coming  ahead  of  schedule  and  within 
budget.  You  estimate  the  total  cost  of  the  20-year  project  to  be  $200 
million  in  1991  dollars. 

What  is  the  total  cost  of  the  project  in  then  year  dollars? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Based  on  the  disbursement  schedule  of  $200  million  in  1991  dollars  from  the  Gail- 
lard  Cut-Widening  Study  and  assuming  the  annual  inflation  rate  of  3  percent  that  is 
currently  used  in  the  development  of  the  Commission's  capital  program,  total  pro- 
jected out-of-pocket  outlays  for  the  Gaillard  Cut-Widening  Project  (in  then  year  dol- 
lars) have  been  calculated  at  $300  million,  $75  million  of  which  will  be  disbursed 
before  the  Canal  is  transferred  to  Panama  in  the  year  2000. 

Mr.  Price.  For  the  benefit  of  the  new  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, briefly  relate  why  you  decided  to  accomplish  the  job  over  a  20- 
year  period.  Indicate  what  types  of  analysis  were  performed  that 
led  you  to  this  approach. 

Specifically,  did  you  conduct  a  rate  of  return  or  time  value  of 
money  analysis  during  your  decisionmaking? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Because  of  concern  that  the  Panama  Canal  may  not  have  sufficient  capacity  to 
provide  quality  transit  service  over  the  long  run,  the  Panama  Canal  Commission 
began  studying  the  feasibility  of  a  major,  capital-intensive  project  to  widen  Gaillard 
Cut. 

Results  of  the  first  study,  based  on  a  1985  Manalytics  long-range  traffic  forecast, 
were  reported  to  the  Board  in  July  1987.  That  study  included  an  environmental  as- 
sessment and  technical  investigations  on  channel  and  slope  design,  volume  of  mate- 
rial to  be  excavated,  and  basic  construction  methodology.  Those  aspects  that  do  not 
change  have  not  been  repeated  in  subsequent  evaluations.  That  first  study  consid- 
ered an  11-year  construction  period  as  being  most  viable.  The  Commission  would  do 
the  wet  excavation  with  augmented  resources  (including  a  second  dipper  dredge). 
Dry  work  would  be  contracted.  The  project  was  estimated  at  $400  million  (in  1986 
dollars)  and  would  require  a  tolls  surcharge  of  about  10  percent.  Also,  an  advance 
accumulation  of  funds  would  be  required  two  years  before  the  start  of  construction. 

The  study  was  updated  in  1988  and  in  1990  to  reflect  different  traffic  forecasts, 
construction  approach,  and  changes  in  traffic  rules. 

In  January  1991,  as  a  result  of  the  PCC  revised  TBS  traffic  forecast  that  called  for 
a  slowdown  in  the  rate  of  traffic  growth,  the  Commission  turned  its  attention  away 
from  the  highly  visible,  capital-intensive,  fixed  schedule,  major  "Gaillard  Cut-Wid- 
ening Project,"  which  has  been  the  center  of  everyone's  focus,  to  the  more  funda- 
mental objective  of  managing  Canal  capacity  and  the  reserve  margin  the  Canal  now 
has  for  accommodating  additional  traffic  and  for  dealing  with  periodic  short  surges 
in  traffic.  Although  future  increases  in  reserve  margin  are  required,  the  Commis- 
sion has  the  advantage  of  time  to  achieve  that  long-range  objective.  This  time  ad- 
vantage permits  a  more  flexible,  long-term  construction  approach  to  the  gradual 
elimination  of  the  transit  restrictions  in  Gaillard  Cut  while  enabling  acceleration  of 
the  project  if  traffic  increases  or  if  maintenance  lane  outrages  raise  average  canal 
waters  time  to  unacceptable  levels.  This  approach  is  based  on  utilizing  existing 
Canal  dredging  resources  on  a  flexible  "do-as-you-can"  schedule  for  wet  work  in  the 
Cut.  spread  over  a  20-year  excavation  period.  The  dry  work,  to  be  done  by  outside 
contractors,  must  start  ahead  of  the  wet  and  maintain  a  lead  throughout. 

The  ability  to  do  the  wet  excavation  with  existing  Commission  resources  reduces 
the  project's  out-of-pocket  costs  to  approximately  $200  million  in  fiscal  year  1991 
dollars.  Unlike  the  earlier  approaches,  no  advance  funding  period  is  required.  The 
cost  reduction,  together  with  the  longer  construction  period,  results  in  a  funding  re- 
quirement that  impacts  on  the  tolls  base  by  less  than  3  percent.  Also,  the  effort 
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would   be   done   in   phases,   and   some   incremental   gains   in   capacity  should  be 
realized  before  the  project  is  fully  completed. 

For  the  new  approach  and  traffic  forecast,  a  benefit-cost  economic  analysis  was 
used  to  determine  whether  international  shipping  would  derive  a  net  benefit  from 
the  project.  The  analysis  concluded  that  the  new  approach  resulted  in  a  positive 
benefit-cost  ratio  to  Canal  users. 

CANAL  ACCIDENT  RATES 

Mr.  Price.  Compare  your  accident  rate  of  last  year  with  previous 
years.  Are  you  showing  steady  improvement? 
[The  information  follows:] 

With  respect  to  marine  accidents,  we  continue  to  show  improvement.  In  1991,  the 
incidence  rate  was  470  transits  per  accident.  In  1992,  we  improved  on  that  rate  with 
643  transits  per  accident. 

DRUG  TESTING  RESULTS 

Mr.  Price.  During  last  year's  hearing  you  indicated  that  3.5  per- 
cent of  employees  randomly  tested  for  drugs  were  positive.  Do  you 
also  test  personnel  involved  in  accidents  for  drug  and  alcohol  use? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  3  percent  positivity  rate  reported  for  fiscal  year  1991  was  based  on  a  relative- 
ly small  number  (172)  of  tested  employees.  Now,  after  over  two  years  of  random  test- 
ing experience,  we  have  tested  535  employees  at  random,  and  31  of  these  have 
tested  positive,  for  a  cumulative  positivity  rate  of  5.8  percent. 

As  a  part  of  the  Commission's  program,  supervisors  are  responsible  for  referring 
employees  for  post-accident  drug  and  alcohol  testing.  Not  all  employees  involved  in 
accidents  are  tested — there  must  be  suspicion  of  impairment  as  a  possible  cause  for 
the  accident,  unless  it  is  an  accident  which  results  in  serious  injury  to  a  person  or 
significant  damage  to  equipment,  facilities  or  property,  as  determined  by  an  appro- 
priate management  official. 

Mr.  Price.  Do  you  know  how  many  people  who  tested  positive 
have  been  involved  in  accidents? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  a  part  of  the  Commission's  program,  supervisors  are  responsible  for  referring 
employees  for  post-accident  drug  and  alcohol  testing.  Not  all  employees  involved  in 
accidents  are  tested — there  must  be  suspicion  of  impairment  as  a  possible  cause  for 
the  accident,  unless  it  is  an  accident  which  results  in  serious  injury  to  a  person  or 
significant  damage  to  equipment,  facilities  or  property,  as  determined  by  an  appro- 
priate management  official. 

Consequently,  we  cannot  accurately  correlate  accidents  with  drug  usage.  Further- 
more, available  data  at  this  time  do  not  indicate  how  many  of  the  employees  who 
have  tested  positive  have  ever  been  involved  in  accidents.  However,  we  can  report 
that,  during  fiscal  year  1992,  all  of  the  32  employees  who  were  referred  for  post- 
accident  testing  were  negative  for  drugs  and  alcohol. 

Mr.  Price.  Are  you  satisfied  with  the  usage  rate?  Your  experi- 
ence seems  quite  high  when  compared  to  the  rate  for  the  American 
airline  industry  of  about  .03  percent.  What  are  you  doing  to  lower 
the  use  of  drugs  and  alcohol? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Needless  to  say,  the  5.8  percent  rate  of  positive  results  for  illegal  drug  testing  is  of 
great  concern,  especially  considering  the  safety-sensitive  nature  of  the  work  these 
employees  perform  and  the  welfare  of  all  employees. 

Unfortunately,  the  accessibility  of  drugs  in  this  crossroads  urban  area,  coupled 
with  the  affordability  of  cocaine  and  marijuana,  contributes  to  a  high  usage.  An 
added  problem  is  the  insufficient  availability  of  residential  treatment  resources  in 
this  country.  A  number  of  studies  in  Panama  have  indicated  as  high  as  20  percent 
cocaine  use  among  blue  collar  workers.  By  comparison,  our  rate  is  favorable  and 
reflects  positively  on  our  education  and  testing  programs.  Since  Commission  employ- 
ees live  in  a  milieu  of  widespread  use  and  availability  of  cocaine  and  marijuana,  the 
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agency  will  continue  to  confront  the  problem  of  impaired  employee  performance  due 
to  drug  dependency  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

In  an  attempt  to  curb  usage  by  Commission  employees,  however,  energetic  efforts 
have  been  made  to  train  supervisors  in  recognizing  the  signs  of  substance  impair- 
ment on  the  job,  in  referring  employees  for  testing  or  counseling,  and  to  make  all 
employees  aware  of  the  harmful  effects  of  drug  use.  It  is  worth  noting  that  our  Em- 
ployee Assistance  Program's  rate  of  successful  rehabilitation  of  alcohol  and  drug 
users  for  fiscal  year  1992  was  an  impressive  67.5  percent.  In  addition,  our  random 
testing  and  no-nonsense  disciplinary  practices  (initiation  of  removal  upon  the  first 
finding  of  illegal  drug  use,  and  disciplinary  action  in  case  of  alcohol  impairment  on 
the  job)  are  designed  to  serve  as  deterrents  to  drug  use. 

Our  comprehensive  program  of  prevention,  identification,  medical  intervention, 
rehabilitation,  referral  for  residential  treatment,  and  consequences  for  noncoopera- 
tion  will  continue  during  the  present  fiscal  year. 

MISCELLANEOUS  ACCIDENTS 

Mr.  Price.  For  the  record,  please  update  the  tables  on  accidents 
that  appear  on  pages  155  and  156  of  part  3  of  the  1993  hearings. 
[The  information  follows:] 

RECORDABLE  INJURY-ILLNESS  CASES 


Fisca 

year 

1991 

1992 

Total  recordable  cases 

375 

,344 

4.5 

385 

Man-hour  work  load 

16,78C 

17,467  080 

Incidence  rate 

44 

MARINE  ACCIDENTS 

Fiscal  year 

1980-89 

1990 

1991 

1992 

Total  transits 136  841 

13,325 

32 

416 

14,108 

30 

470 

14148 

Vessel  accidents  investigated  (not  incl.  personal  injuries) 389 

22 

Transits  per  accident 352 

643 

SEVEN-YEAR  EXPERIENCE-VESSEL  ACCIDENT  CLAIMS 

Number 

Dollars  In  millions 

Fiscal  year: 
1986.. 
1987.. 
1988.. 
1989.. 
1990.. 
1991., 
1992.. 


24 

4.7 

24 

6.3 

15 

4.2 

32 

2.8 

24 

13.1 

20 

8.6 

25 

8.5 

OIL  SPILLS  AND  OTHER  HAZARDOUS  MATERIAL  INCIDENTS 

Mr.  Price.  Also  for  the  record,  indicate  the  number  of  oil  spill 
and  other  hazardous  material  incidents  experienced  last  year, 
along  with  the  estimated  amount  of  spillage. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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During  fiscal  year  1992,  the  Commission  responded  to  40  minor  oil  spills  in 
Panama  Canal  waters  where  a  total  of  263  barrels  were  spilled.  A  major  land  spill 
occurred  at  Diablo  and  was  caused  by  a  leaking  pipeline  where  a  total  of  115  barrels 
was  spilled. 

ACCIDENT  CLAIMS  FILED 

Mr.  Price.  Also  update  the  information  on  accident  claims  filed, 
similar  to  that  contained  on  page  166  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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CLAIMS  FILED  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  1991  (as  of  1/29/93) 


Date  of 

Amount 

Amount 

In 

Vessel 

Accident 

Claimed 

Paid 

Locks 

1. 

ARGAMAN  SEA 

03/04/90 

$  136,213.03 

$81,638.00 

2. 

BALLENA 

07/04/89 

119,406.13 

61,553.00 

3. 

BRENDA  JOLENE 

07/29/90 

471,989.91 

4. 

CAPRI  ALFA 

03/19/90 

932,400.50 

1/ 

5. 

COPIAPO 

03/31/90 

16,040.00 

16,040.00 

X 

6. 

COVE  TRADER 

07/24/89 

194,075.05 

1/ 

X 

7. 

ERIKA  JACOB 

05/10/89 

2,716,779.46 

X 

8. 

FERNGOLF 

09/05/90 

36,641.35 

18,016.50 

X 

9. 

HUANDOY 

07/06/89 

201,237.33 

10. 

HYUNDAI  No.  205 

03/22/90 

97,965.00 

24,180.00 

11. 

ISLA  SANTAY 

03/10/89 

345,344.53 

1/ 

12. 

MONTRACHET 

03/28/89 

606,267.32 

1/ 

13. 

NEAPOLIS 

06/08/90 

71,375.81 

66,693.00 

14. 

RIO  SALAQUI 

03/30/90 

9,489.13 

7,303.04 

15. 

SEA  HOLLY 

09/10/89 

342,191.03 

16. 

STAR  DENVER 

07/31/89 

193,717.22 

83,539.00 

X 

17. 

STOLT  SHEAF 

11/20/88 

58,539.51 

1/ 

18. 

TCD  OURAGAN 

09/20/89 

340,353.48 

u 

260,276.00 

19. 

YACHT  CORAL 

REEFER 

07/03/85 

4,635.00 

11 

4,635.00 

20. 

YACHT  FLYER 

04/10/90 

1.746.737.00 
$8,641,397.79 

1/ 

$623,873.54 

1/  Revised 

2/  Personal  injury 
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CLAIMS  FILED  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  1992  (as  of  1/29/93) 


Date  of 

Amount 

Amount 

In 

Vessel 

Accident 

Claimed 

Paid 

Locks 

1. 

ALBINONI 

06/02/90 

$  147,713.70 

2. 

ALLISON  LYKES 

06/12/89 

25,500.00 

18,500.00 

3. 

CHIOS  DESTINY 

06/25/91 

286,235.10 

X 

4. 

DIMANT 

10/22/89 

220,954.57 

5. 

ELBE 

04/20/91 

333,663.01 

X 

6. 

ESMERALDAS 

12/03/89 

150,129.01  1/ 

X 

7. 

ESMERALDAS 

03/20/92 

25,116.17  2/ 

8. 

ESMERALDAS 

09/24/90 

82,029.03 

X 

9. 

FALSTAFF 

07/13/90 

17,276.00 

13,324.00 

10. 

FOREST  DUKE 

11/15/89 

2,497,318.16  3/ 

11. 

HORNSTAR 

05/03/92 

62,370.00 

X 

12. 

HYUNDAI  No.  108 

01/09/91 

123,722.68 

29,829.00 

X 

13. 

I SLA  SANTAY 

06/17/90 

-0-   4/ 

14. 

LUCRO 

(BRIGHT  SPROUT) 

02/13/91 

108,009.09 

15. 

MAR  TRANSPORTER  II 

06/08/90 

328,938.42 

60,775.00 

X 

16. 

MARINE  SUPPLIER 

03/18/92 

47,965.24 

X 

17. 

NPA  LAUNCH 

ANAYANSI 

07/23/91 

4,280.00  1/ 

3,730.00 

18. 

NEDLLOYD  BARCELONA 

05/30/90 

13,583.70 

13,583.70 

19. 

NEDLLOYD  SINGAPORE 

12/29/89 

85,000.00 

58,950.00 

20. 

NORDSUND 

05/17/90 

1,129,637.32 

21. 

OOCL  FREEDOM 

11/19/90 

270,299.33 

22. 

TROPEOFOROS 

06/27/91 

453,964.79 

23. 

Tug  SMIT  BELGIE 

07/13/90 

1,794,781.68 

24. 

WORLD  FREEPORT 

07/21/90 

150,250.62 

25. 

ZUI  YOH 

11/08/90 

94,631.00 
$8,453,368.62 

X 

$198,691.70 

1/  Revised 

2/  Preliminary 

3/  Disallowed.  No  PCC  liability 

4/  No  amount  claimed,  disallowed 
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CLAIMS  FILED  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  1993  (as  of  1/29/93) 


Vessel 

Date  of 
Accident 

Amount 
Claimed 

Amount 
Paid 

In 
Locks 

1.  BRIGHT  SPROUT 

02/13/91 

$2,291,483.73 

2.  GOLDEN  HORIZON 

12/26/90 

65.646.09 
$2,357,129.82 

X 
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PANAMANIAN  WORK  FORCE 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Administrator,  your  statement  says  88  percent  of 
the  Panama  Canal  Commission's  work  force  is  Panamanian.  Let's 
look  at  some  components  of  the  work  force. 

For  instance,  how  many  of  the  804  administrative  and  general 
positions  are  occupied  by  Panamanians? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  work  force  as  of  March  20,  1993  shows  680  persons  in  full-time  administrative 
and  general  positions.  Of  these,  489  positions  (72  percent)  are  occupied  by  Panama- 
nians. These  figures  do  not  include  part-time  or  vacant  positions  in  this  area. 

As  a  matter  of  information,  the  agency  does  monitor  very  closely  and  on  a  regular 
basis,  Panamanian  participation  in  key  occupations  (i.e.,  professional  and  manageri- 
al, skilled  craft,  floating  equipment,  power  group.  Canal  pilots,  and  career  ladder 
positions). 

Mr.  Price.  How  many  of  the  executive  positions  are  occupied  by 
Panamanians? 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  of  the  eleven  executive  positions  are  occupied  by  Panamanians. 

PANAMA  CANAL  PILOTS 

Mr.  Price.  Your  statement  indicates  that  there  are  currently  106 
Panamanian  pilots.  What  percentage  is  that? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  106  Panamanian  pilots  make  up  46  percent  of  the  pilot  force. 

Mr.  Price.  How  many  fully  qualified  pilots  are  Panamanian? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Currently  there  are  9  fully  qualified  Panamanian  pilots. 

Mr.  Price.  Are  all  the  pilots  in  training  Panamanians? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Not  all  of  the  33  pilots-in-training  are  Panamanians;  2  are  U.S. 

Mr.  Price.  How  long  does  it  take  to  produce  a  fully  qualified 
pilot? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  takes  approximately  nine  years  and  seven  months  to  bring  an  individual  from 
the  pilot-in-training  level  up  to  the  fully  qualified  level. 

Mr.  Price.  How  many  pilots  earned  more  than  $100,000  in  1992? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1992,  124  transit  pilots  earned  over  $100,000. 

Mr.  Price.  How  many  of  them  were  Panamanian? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Twenty-six  of  these  124  pilots  were  Panamanian. 

STATEMENT  OF  FINANCIAL  CONDITION 

Mr.  Price.  The  statement  of  financial  condition,  as  depicted  on 
page  7  of  the  justification  material,  indicates  that  insurance  and 
annuity  programs  decrease  from  $171.52  million  in  1992  to  $146,661 
million  in  1993  and  further  to  $123,305  million  in  1994.  What  ac- 
counts for  this  large  change,  which  amounts  to  28  percent  in  2 
years? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  change  represents  the  annual  amortizations  of  the  long-term  liabilities  for 
the  early  retirement  program  and  injury  compensation.  Under  the  Panama  Canal 
Treaty,  the  Canal  must  be  transferred  to  the  Republic  of  Panama  free  of  liens  and 
debts.  This  treatment  will  ensure  that  these  liabilities  will  be  completely  amortized 
by  the  year  2,000  when  Panama  will  assume  control  of  the  Canal. 

Mr.  Price.  The  same  statement  also  reveals  an  increase  in  other 
liabilities  from  $77,878,000  in  1992  to  $88,238,000  in  1993  to 
$98,111,000  in  1994.  What  exactly  does  "other  liabilities"  represent 
and  why  are  they  increasing  so  dramatically? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  amount  included  under  other  liabilities  represents  reserves  for  periodic  lock 
and  floating  equipment  overhauls,  marine  accidents,  and  other  casualty  losses;  una- 
mortized contributions  for  the  capital  program;  and  a  portion  of  toll  collections  used 
to  cover  the  inflation  growth  in  the  veilue  of  Commission's  inventory  of  supplies,  ma- 
terials, and  spare  parts. 

These  liabilities  are  increasing  primarily  because  of  a  higher  level  of  contribu- 
tions for  the  capital  program  scheduled  for  amortization  in  future  years. 

NUMBER  OF  TRANSITS 

Mr.  Price.  The  total  number  of  transits  declines  from  14,148  in 
1992  to  an  estimated  13,950  in  1994.  Does  the  1994  estimate  reflect 
the  lower  than  anticipated  number  of  transits  for  the  first  5 
months  of  the  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  fiscal  year  1994  estimate  does  reflect  the  experience  of  the  initial  months 
of  fiscal  year  1993. 

Mr.  Price.  Since  the  number  of  transits  is  decreasing,  why  do 
total  workyears  for  transit  operations  increase  by  160  from  1992  to 
1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Although  the  total  number  of  transits  does,  in  fact,  decline,  the  number  of  ocean- 
going commercial  vessel  transits,  (those  over  300  tons)  increases  during  the  period. 
In  addition,  the  number  of  vessels  over  100-foot  beam  increases  over  the  same 
period.  Because  the  larger  vessels,  especially  those  over  100-foot  beam,  require  sig- 
nificantly more  resources  in  terms  of  pilots,  linehandlers,  locomotive  crews,  and  tug- 
boat services,  it  is  necessary  to  increase  staffing  to  meet  the  increased  demand  for 
transits  by  larger  vessels,  despite  the  overall  decline  in  total  transits. 

In  addition,  (Da  significant  part,  25  workyears,  of  the  overall  increase  is  the 
result  of  increases  in  trainee  level  positions  necessary  to  ensure  a  100  percent  Pana- 
manian pilot  force  by  the  year  2000;  (2)  a  number  of  fire  fighter  positions  vacated  in 
late  1991  as  a  result  of  the  ending  of  the  lump-sum  option,  were  filled  in  1993  as 
recent  hires  completed  their  training;  (3)  a  number  of  additional  security  guards 
were  hired  to  meet  additional  security  requirements  related  to  Commission  facilities 
located  in  remote  areas  which  had  become  increasingly  vulnerable  to  theft. 

WORKYEARS — ADMINISTRATIVE/GENERAL 

Mr.  Price.  Similarly,  why  do  administrative  and  general  work- 
years  increase  by  29  from  1992  to  1994? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Much  of  the  increase  results  from  the  filling  of  a  number  of  positions  which  were 
vacant  during  most  of  1992.  As  a  result  of  the  termination  of  the  lump-sum  retire- 
ment option,  the  Commission  experienced  a  much  higher-than-normal  number  of  re- 
tirements between  September  and  November  of  1991.  As  a  result  of  the  unexpected- 
ly high  number  of  retirements,  the  Commission  had  difficulty  in  filling  many  of  the 
positions,  especially  those  in  the  General  and  Administrative  areas.  Some  of  the  va- 
cancies were  in  areas  such  as  attorneys,  which  generally  must  be  recruited  from  the 
United  States,  and  is  a  lengthy  process.  In  addition,  a  number  of  the  positions  were 
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left  vacant  in  order  to  allow  career  interns  to  complete  their  education  prior  to  em- 
ployment with  the  Commission. 

In  addition  to  the  filling  of  vacancies,  there  are  small  increases  in  staffing 
planned  in  several  areas.  Principal  among  these  increases  are: 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  needed  to  meet  the  additioned  responsibilities 
mandated  by  the  Inspector  General  Act. 

Management  Information  Systems,  needed  to  provide  increased  programming  sup- 
port for  data  processing  services,  including  improvements  to  the  Marine  Traffic  Con- 
trol System. 

WORKYEARS — EXECUTIVE  DIRECTION 

Mr.  Price.  The  supporting  documentation  indicates  that  the  pay- 
roll and  related  cost  increases  for  executive  direction  are  due  to  "a 
reduced  level  of  vacant  positions  with  the  Office  of  the  Administra- 
tor." 

If  you  could  get  along  without  these  positions  being  filled  for 
awhile,  why  couldn't  you  get  along  without  them  permanently?  Ex- 
actly what  functions  weren't  being  performed  that  you  feel  you 
need? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  workload  of  vacant  positions  can  be  accommodated  on  a  short-term  basis  by: 
(1)  deferral  of  some  or  all  of  the  work;  (2)  assignment  of  the  responsibilities  to  other 
employees,  to  the  detriment  of  their  regular  functions;  or  (3)  the  use  of  overtime. 
However,  each  of  these  means  has  drawbacks  or  limitations.  Work  cannot  be  de- 
ferred indefinitely;  reassignment  of  other  employees,  who  may  be  less  experienced 
in  the  work,  is  inefficient;  and  the  use  of  overtime  on  an  extended  basis  is  difficult. 

Within  the  Office  of  the  Administrator,  for  example,  is  the  Office  of  General 
Counsel.  One  of  the  primary  responsibilities  of  this  Office  is  the  negotiation  and/or 
litigation  of  vessel  accident  claims.  A  vacancy  in  this  area  can  be  tolerated  in  the 
short  term  by  overtime  or  the  deferral  of  some  cases.  However,  if  the  vacancy  con- 
tinues, the  assignment  of  these  cases  to  other  attorneys  who  lack  the  sj)ecialized 
knowledge  and  experience  in  admiralty  law  needed  to  successfully  perform  this 
function  would  become  necessary.  It  should  be  noted  that  delays  in  settling  these 
cases  can  result  in  significant  interest  penalties  to  the  Commission. 

WORKYEAR  INCREASES 

Mr.  Price.  The  justifications  for  financial  management,  execu- 
tive direction,  and  operations  direction,  among  others,  indicate  that 
certain  increases  are  due  to  "a  reduced  level  of  vacant  positions." 

Please  explain  exactly  what  is  meant  by  this  phrase. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  phrase  is  a  generic  description  covering  the  work  year  increases  resulting 
from  the  filling  in  fiscal  year  1993  of  an  abnormally  high  number  of  vacancies 
which  resulted  from  retirements  to  take  advantage  of  the  lump-sum  option.  The  po- 
sitions being  filled  are  fully  justified  and  essential  to  the  efficient  functioning  of  the 
agency.  As  a  result  of  the  termination  of  the  lump-sum  retirement  option,  the  Com- 
mission experienced  a  much  higher-than-normal  number  of  retirements  between 
September  and  November  of  1991.  As  a  result  of  the  unexpectedly  high  number  of 
retirements,  the  Commission  had  difficulty  in  filling  many  of  the  positions,  especial- 
ly those  in  the  general  and  administrative  area.  Some  of  the  vacancies  were  in 
areas  such  as  attorneys,  which  generally  must  be  recruited  from  the  United  States, 
and  which  is  a  lengthy  process.  In  addition,  a  number  of  the  positions  were  left 
vacant  in  order  to  allow  career  interns  to  complete  their  education  prior  to  employ- 
ment with  the  Commission. 

INCENTIVE  AWARDS 

Mr.  Price.  The  amount  under  other  general  expenses  for  incen- 
tive awards  payments  increases  from  $1,025,000  in  1992  to 
$1,597,000  in  1994.  What  is  the  reason  for  this  50  percent  rise? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  budget  for  fiscal  year  1994  increased  to  $1,600,000  because  of  the  increased 
superior  and  outstanding  performance  award  scale  which  was  approved  for  applica- 
tion starting  in  fiscal  year  1993.  This  amount  still  remains  well  below  the  one  per- 
cent of  total  payroll  cost  recommended  by  the  Office  of  Personnel  Administration 
for  performance  awards. 

Mr.  Price.  How  many  people  received  incentive  awards  in  1992? 
[The  information  follows:] 

A  total  of  3,775  persons  received  incentive  awards  during  fiscal  year  1992. 

Mr.    Price.    Does   the   Panama   Canal   Commission   follow   the 
normal  Executive  Branch  guidelines  in  awarding  incentive  awards? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Panama  Canal  Employment  System  (PCES)  was  established  pursuant  to  the 
Panama  Canal  Act  of  1979  (P.L.  96-70,  Sec.  1212(a)).  It  provided  that  the  PCES  shall 
conform,  to  the  extent  practicable  and  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  to 
the  policies,  principles,  and  standards  applicable  to  the  competitive  service.  In  this 
respect,  the  Panama  Canal  Commission  (PCC)  personnel  policies  and  regulations  are 
generally  patterned  after  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  guidelines.  Specifical- 
ly, the  PCC  has  administratively  adopted  the  Panama  Canal  Personnel  Manual  reg- 
ulations which  generally  follow  5  CFR  451.  (Presumably,  this  is  what  is  meant  by 
the  phrase  "normal  executive  branch  guidelines  in  awarding  incentive  awards.") 

Mr.  Price.  How  many  people  received  $20,000  or  $10,000  awards 
in  1992? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Eight  persons  received  $10,000  awards  in  fiscal  year  1992.  There  were  no  awards 
in  excess  of  $10,000. 

AUTOMOBILE  SHIPMENTS 

Mr.  Price.  Update  the  information  on  automobile  shipments  ap- 
pearing on  page  149  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Fiscal  year  1992  automobile  shipments  by  country  of  origin 

[In  thousands  of  long  tons] 

Japan 1,150 

South  Korea 22 

Other  Far  East 115 


Total  Far  East 1,287 

Germany 51 

Belgium 6 

Sweden 11 

USSR 4 

Other  Europe 73 

Total  Europe 145 

United  States 94 

Another 21 

Grand  total 1,547 

MONTHLY  revenues  AND  OTHER  RECEIPTS 

Mr.  Price.  Provide  a  month-by-month  breakout  of  toll  revenue 
and  operating  revenue/other  receipts  similar  to  the  information 
shown  on  pages  157  and  158  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Monthly  tolls,  fiscal  year  1993 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Actual: 

October 33,060 

November 32,899 

December 34,464 

January 34,784 

Variation  from  budget 27 

Estimate: 

February 33,000 

March 36,203 

April 34,876 

May 35,042 

June 32,347 

July 33,922 

August 34,793 

September 32,637 

Total 408,000 

PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION  FISCAL  YEAR  1993  OPERATING  REVENUES  AND  OTHER  RECEIPTS 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Navigation 
services 


Operating  revenues 


Utility 
services 


All  other 


Sales  fixed 

Total  operating       assets 
revenues 


Revenues  and 
other  receipts 


Actual: 

October 

November 

December 

January 

Variation  year  to  date 

Estimate: 

February 

IVIarch 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

Total 87,232 


7,067 

3,719 

692 

11,478 

2 

11,480 

6,903 

3,499 

647 

11,049 

1 

11,050 

7,328 

3,199 

598 

11,125 

2 

11,127 

7,543 

3,157 

687 

11,387 

13 

11,400 

88 

-421 

-442 

-775 

14 

-761 

7,363 

3,503 

529 

11,395 

8 

11,403 

8,173 

3,734 

578 

12,485 

8 

12,493 

7,776 

3,348 

539 

11,663 

8 

11,671 

7,380 

4,416 

559 

12,355 

8 

12,363 

6,762 

3,610 

558 

10,930 

9 

10,939 

7,074 

3,545 

577 

11,196 

9 

11,205 

7,282 

3,582 

683 

11,547 

9 

11,556 

6,493 

3,377 

754 

10,624 

9 

10,633 

42,268 


6,959 


136,459 


100 


136,559 


PAYMENTS  TO  PANAMA 

Mr.  Price.  Update  the  chart  shown  on  page  164  of  the  1993  hear- 
ing volume  that  depicts  all  payments  made  to  Panama  since  sign- 
ing of  the  Treaty. 

[The  information  follows:] 

PAYMENTS  TO  THE  GOVERNMENT  OF  PANAMA  SINCE  TREATY  IMPLEMENTATION  FISCAL  YEARS  1980- 

1992  (THROUGH  JANUARY  1993) 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 


Public 
service 
payment 


Fixed 
annuity 
payment 


Tonnage 
payment 


Subtotal 


Contingency 

proTit 

payment 


Total 


1980. 
1981. 


10.0 
10.0 


10.0 
10.0 


54,9 
56.9 


74.9 
76.9 


2.7 


77.6 
76.9 
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PAYMENTS  TO  THE  GOVERNMENT  OF  PANAMA  SINCE  TREATY  IMPLEMENTATION  FISCAL  YEARS  1980- 
1992  (THROUGH  JANUARY  1993)— Continued 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 


Public 
service 
payment 


Fixed 
annuity 
payment 


Tonnage 
payment 


Subtotal 


Contingency 

proTit 

payment 


1982 10.0 

1983 10.0 

1984 10.0 

1985 10.0 

1986 10.0 

1987 10.0 

1988 10.0 

1989 10.0 

1990 10.0 

1991 10.0 

1992 10.0 

Total 130.0 

1993  through  January 3.3 

Total 133.3 


133.3         776.1       1,042.7 


Total 


10.0  61.2  81.2            0.4  81.6 

10.0  51.2  71.2  71.2 

10.0  49.1  69.1            2.7  71.8 

10.0  52.8  72.8            1.1  73.9 

10.0  57.0  77.0            2.0  79.0 

10.0  58.1  78.1  78.1 

10.0  59.6  79.6  79.6 

10.0  59.8  79.8 79.8 

10.0  58.5  78.5 78.5 

10.0  67.6  87.6             .9  88.5 

10.0  66.6  86.6 86.6 

130.0  753.3       1,013.3            9.8       1,023.1 

3.3  22.8  29.4            —  29.4 


9.8       1,052.5 


MOTOR  VEHICLE  FLEET 

Mr.  Price.  Update  the  chart  shown  on  page  167  of  the  1993  hear- 
ing volume  concerning  the  motor  vehicle  fleet. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Motor  vehicle  fleet— By  GSA  reporting  category,  February  12,  1993 

[GSA  category] 

Passenger-carrying  vehicles: 

b.  Sedans 181 

c.  Stations  wagons 7 

d.  Ambulances 7 

e.  Buses 13 

Total  passenger-carrying  vehicles 208 

Non-passenger  carrying  vehicles: 

f.  Light  trucks  (8,500  GVW  or  under) 420 

g.  Light  trucks  (8,500  GVW  or  under,  4x4) 38 

h.  Medium  trucks  (8,501  to  23,999  GVW) 122 

i.  Heavy  trucks  (24,000  GVW  or  over) 62 

Total  nonpassenger 642 

Total  passenger  and  non-passenger 850 

Additional  special  use  vehicles  (fire  trucks,  wreckers,  drill  rigs,  etc.) 44 

Total  vehicles 894 

consultants/advisors 

Mr.  Price.  Provide  a  listing  of  the  consultants  and  advisors  cur- 
rently under  contract  and  the  studies  they  have  underway. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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CONSULTANTS  AND  ADVISORS 


Consultant  Type  of  study 


Arthur  Andersen  &  Co.,  Chicago,  IL Assistance,  recommendations,  studies,  and  reports  in  areas  of 

accounting  policies,  and  tolls  policies  and  revisions. 

Prof.  George  Sowers,  Kennesaw,  GA;  Dr.  Nortwrt  Morgestern,  Review  and  recommend  improvements  to  stability  problems  in 
Alberta,  Canada;  Dr.  J.M.  Duncan,  Biacksburg,  VA..  Gold  Hill  to  reduce  landslide  threat  in  Gaillard  Cut. 

Pending  (contract  in  progress) Conduct  hearings  for  employee  grievances. 

Paul  Hurst Provide  on-site  expertise  and  knowledge  of  traffic  control 

functions  and  pilot  assignment. 


INSPECTOR  GENERAL 


Mr.  Price.  Provide  a  list  of  the  major  recommendations  made 
during  the*  past  year  by  your  Office  of  Inspector  General. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  RECOMMENDATIONS 
MARCH  1992  -  MARCH  1993 

Electricity  Use  in  Commission  Quarters  -  March  20,  1992 

Conclusions.  Evidence  showed  that  the  electrical  meter  to  a  Commission 
employee  occupied  house  apparently  did  not  record  the  total  consumption 
during  the  period  May  1987  through  May  1990.  Statements  by  the  employee's 
spouse  supported  the  allegation  that  the  meter  had  been  bypassed. 

Recommendations.  It  was  recommended  that  appropriate  administrative  action 
be  taken  against  the  employee  and  the  employee  be  invoiced  for  the  value  of 
the  estimated  electrical  consumption  that  had  not  been  metered  during  the 
365-month  period. 

Audit  of  Payroll  Accounts  For  Fiscal  Year  1991  -  March  26,  1992 

Conclusions.   Internal  controls  over  pay  processing  and  the  controls  and 
input  validations  over  the  computer  program  phases  partially  converted  from 
NCR  to  IBM  format  are  adequate  and  operating  effectively.  However,  the 
present  validation  for  maximum  leave  advance  can  permit  employees  to 
receive  leave  in  excess  of  Commission  policy.  Also,  some  timekeepers  and 
alternate  timekeepers  picked  up  payroll  checks  for  distribution  and  some 
persons  who  picked  up  payroll  checks  did  not  have  documented  authorization 
to  do  so. 

Recommendations.  Recommendations  were  made  to  modify  the  validation  of 
advanced  leave  to  avoid  exceeding  the  established  Commission  limitation; 
comply  with  applicable  sections  of  the  Financial  Systems  Manual  and 
prohibit  timekeepers  from  picking  up  Commission  payroll  checks;  modify 
procedures  to  include  alternate  timekeepers  in  the  group  of  employees 
excluded  from  picking  up  and  delivering  payroll  checks;  require  compliance 
with  Financial  Systems  Manual  provisions  covering  specimen  signature  cards 
and  obtain  properly  filled  and  authorized  signature  cards  for  employees 
designated  to  pick  up  payroll  checks  and,  strengthen  controls  over  other 
check  distribution. 
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Controls  Need  to  be  Strengthened  Over  Entitlement  to  Educational  Travel  - 
August  7,  1992 

Conclusions.  Procedures  in  place  during  this  audit  for  verifying  the 
eligibility  of  recipients  of  educational  travel  benefits  were  not  adequate. 
As  a  result,  the  Commission  paid  educational  travel  benefits  to  ineligible 
dependents. 

Recommendations.  Recommendations  were  made  to,  include  periodic, 
independent  verification  of  dependents'  enrollment  and  marital  status  as 
standard  procedure  in  the  administration  of  educational  travel  benefits; 
amend  the  Panama  Canal  Personnel  Manual  to  authorize  written  exceptions 
when  unforeseen  or  extenuating  circumstances  cause  a  recipient  of 
educational  travel  benefits  to  default  on  an  eligibility  requirement.  For 
those  exceptions  where  there  is  no  substantiation,  provide  information 
needed  to  invoice  employees  for  any  reimbursement  due. 

In  addition  it  was  recommended  that  management  make  an  independent 
verification  of  travelers'  eligibility  for  educational  travel  subsequent  to 
the  period  covered  by  this  audit.  For  students  found  to  be  not  eligible 
for  the  travel,  invoice  employees  for  any  reimbursement  due. 

Financial  Operations  of  the  Commission  -  Fiscal  Year  1991  -  August  14,  1992 

Conclusions.  Financial  transactions  were  reported,  classified  and  recorded 
in  the  accounts  in  conformity  with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles 
and  with  the  Panama  Canal  Act  of  1979,  as  amended,  both  of  which  have  been 
applied  on  a  consistent  basis.  The  statements  present  fairly  the  financial 
position  of  the  Commission  at  September  30,  1991  and  1990,  and  the  results 
of  its  operations  for  the  fiscal  years  then  ended.  Financial  transactions 
tested  were  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations.  Internal 
controls  related  to  the  major  account  classifications  are  adequate  in 
design  and  are  operating  effectively. 

Minor  weaknesses  noted  during  the  audit  involved  the  charging  of  excessive 
inventory  items  to  operations,  overstatement  of  accounts  payable  for  port 
handling  charges  and  failure  to  consider  pipeline  product  in  valuing  fuel 
inventory.  These  weaknesses  did  not  have  a  material  impact  on  the 
financial  statements. 

Recommendations.  It  was  recommended  that  operating  units  be  reminded  that 
Storehouse  inventory  items  should  only  be  withdrawn  for  operations  if  they 
are  to  be  used  in  the  foreseeable  future;  adjust  the  Accounts  Payable  for 
Panama  port  handling  charges  that  were  duplicated  in  fiscal  year  1991;  and 
ensure  that  the  full  quantity  of  fuel  in  the  pipeline  system  is  considered 
during  the  inventory  of  fuel  oil  at  the  close  of  each  fiscal  year. 
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Audit  of  Accounts  of  Commission  Agents  -  September  14,  1992 

Conclusions.  Internal  controls  over  Commission  cash  in  the  custody  of 
designated  agents  and  sub-agents  are  adequate  and  operating  effectively. 
Since  the  previous  audit,  controls  over  lOUs  were  tightened  up  within  the 
Treasurer's  office  with  the  strengthening  of  procedures  for  remittance  of 
shortages  and  overages.  However,  additional  emphasis  must  be  placed  on 
this  procedure  to  ensure  that  funds  in  his  accountability  are  properly 
accounted  for. 

Electronic  transfer  of  funds  has  obviated  the  need  for  the  separate  payroll 
account  in  the  Washington  Office.  Efforts  should  be  taken  to  sign  up 
employees  in  the  Washington  Office  to  have  paychecks  electronically 
transferred  to  their  accounts,  and  close  the  payroll  account  with  Agent  No. 
98. 

Recommendations.  To  improve  internal  controls  within  the  Treasurer's 
Office,  it  was  recommended  that  the  Treasurer  fully  implement  Commission 
procedures  for  handling  cash  shortages  and  comply  with  procedures  for  cash 
verifications.  It  was  further  recommended  that  employees  in  the  Washington 
Office  be  requested  to  sign  up  for  direct  deposit  of  paychecks  and  close 
the  payroll  account  maintained  by  Agent  No.  98. 

Audit  of  Official  Reception  and  Representation  Accounts  -  September  18,  1992 

Conclusions.  Expenditures  for  official  reception  and  representation  were 
generally  classified  in  the  proper  Commission  accounts.  Minor 
misclassifications  were  noted  and  these  were  brought  to  the  attention  of 
Accounting  Division  for  appropriate  action  during  the  course  of  the  audit. 

Recommendations.  Recommendations  were  made  to  revise  financial  procedures 
to  include  guidance  furnished  by  General  Counsel  on  the  use  of  reception 
and  representation  funds.  Also,  it  was  recommended  that  the  necessary 
invoices  for  collection  of  all  improper  charges  to  the  reception  and 
representation  account  be  made. 

Audit  of  Accounts  Payable  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  -  September  30,  1992 

Conclusions.  Disbursement  transactions  were  generally  recorded  properly. 
However,  eleven  purchases  were  made  for  items  that  were  not  proper 
expenditures  of  appropriated  funds.  Based  on  Comptroller  General  decisions 
and  the  General  Counsel  opinion,  improper  payments  should  be  recovered  from 
the  certifying  officers  who  certified  the  invoices  for  payment. 

Recommendations.  Recommendations  were  made  to  issue  the  procedure 
pertaining  to  specimen  signature  cards  as  soon  as  possible  and  require  an 
update  to  the  specimen  signature  card  file.  The  procedure  should  clearly 
emphasize  that  signature  cards  are  to  be  used  to  verify  the  validity  of  the 
payment  certification;  require  compliance  with  procedures  applicable  to 
signature  cards  by  requiring  that  payment  documents  not  signed  by  a  person 
authorized  to  do  so  be  returned  to  the  originating  field  unit.  Also,  it 
was  recommended  to  invoice  the  certifying  officers  for  any  improper 
purchases. 


254 


CURRENT  EMPLOYMENT  STATISTICS 


Mr.  Price.  Please  include  in  the  hearing  record  a  detailed  break- 
down of  your  full-time  permanent  positions  by  activity. 
[The  information  follows:] 

CURRENT  EMPLOYMENT  AS  OF  JANUARY  23, 1993 


Full-time 
permanent 


Temporary  part- 
time 


Total 


Transit  operations: 

Maintenance  of  channels  and  dams 538 

Navigation  services  and  control 1,947 

Lock  operations 1,225 

General  repairs,  engineering  and  maintenance  services 1,210 

Fire  and  facility  protection  services 454 

General  canal  expense 215 

Total  transit  operations 

Supporting  services: 

Logistical  services 

Motor  transportation 

Power  system 

Communications  system 

Water  system 

Housing 

General  support  services 

Total  supporting  services 

Administrative  and  general: 
Under  limitation: 

Executive  direction 

Operations  direction 

Financial  management 

Personnel  administration 

Not  under  limitation: 

Ottier  general  corporate 

Total  administrative  and  general 

Total  employment 7,262 


209 

148 

52 

484 

34 

45 


747 

2,095 

1,277 

1,694 

488 

260 


5,589 

972 

6,561 

215 

32 

247 

333 

7 

340 

108 

29 

137 

118 

45 

163 

54 

33 

87 

16 

13 

29 

126 

82 

208 

970 

241 

1,211 

198 

37 

235 

34 

7 

41 

312 

22 

334 

118 

25 

143 

41 

7 

48 

703 

98 

801 

1,311 


8,573 


CLOSING 

Mr.  Price.  Do  any  of  you  have  something  to  add  for  the  benefit 
of  the  subcommittee? 

Mr.  Guardia.  Not  really,  just  to  thank  you  and  to  express  our 
appreciation  to  be  here  and  to  have  the  opportunity  of  giving  you 
information  with  respect  to  the  Canal.  We  hope  that  we  continue 
having  the  type  of  relationship  that  we  have  had  in  the  past,  one  of 
very  high  cooperation  with  this  Subcommittee. 

Mr.  Price.  We  share  that  hope  and  we  thank  you  for  your  ap- 
pearance here  today. 

With  that,  the  Subcommittee  will  adjourn  until  9:00  a.m.  tomor- 
row. 


Monday,  April  19,  1993. 
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TION SERVICES 

JUDITH  A.  HASLAM,  DIRECTOR.  OFFICE  OF  COMPLIANCE  AND  ENFORCE- 
MENT 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  morning.  I  am  delighted  to  have  Kathleen 
Parker,  the  Chairman  of  the  Architectural  and  Transportation 
Barriers  Compliance  Board  with  us  this  morning. 

Why  don't  you  introduce  your  colleagues  who  are  joining  you  at 
the  table,  and  then  we  will  proceed  with  your  statement. 

Introductions 

Ms.  Parker.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  Kathleen  Parker,  Chairman  of  the  Architectural  and  Trans- 
portation Barriers  Compliance  Board,  and  we  are  pleased  to  be 
here  today  to  present  the  Access  Board's  1994  budget  request  to  the 
subcommittee. 

I  would  like  to  request  that  our  written  statement,  along  with 
the  Access  Board's  fiscal  year  1992  annual  report  be  entered  into 
the  record.  I  will  make  a  brief  oral  statement,  and  then  I  will  re- 
spond, and  all  of  us  will  respond  to  any  of  the  questions  the  sub- 
committee might  have. 

Now,  to  the  right  of  me  is  Craig  Kiser,  our  board  member  who  is 
Chairman  of  the  Technical  Programs  Committee.  To  the  left  of  me 
is  Larry  Roffee,  our  Executive  Director;  to  his  left  is  James  Raggio, 
our  General  Counsel;  David  Capozzi  to  his  left,  is  the  Director, 
Office  of  Technical  and  Information  Services,  and  Judy  Haslam  to 
his  left  is  the  Director,  Office  of  Compliance  and  Enforcement. 

fiscal  year  1994  REQUEST 

In  presenting  this  request,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  it  reflects 
my  personal  commitment,  and  the  commitment  of  the  board  as  a 
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whole,  to  the  policies  and  goals  of  this  administration  to  create  an 
accessible  environment  which  can  be  used  by  all  people.  This  re- 
quest also  reflects  the  President's  order  to  reduce  administrative 
costs  by  3  percent  and  to  freeze  all  Federal  salaries,  with  no  cost  of 
living  increase  in  1994. 

For  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Access  Board  is  requesting  $3,348,000. 
Before  I  delineate  how  the  Access  Board  will  use  these  monies,  I 
would  first  like  to  highlight  some  of  the  agency's  accomplishments 
during  fiscal  year  1992  and  explain  some  of  our  activities  during 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1992  RULEMAKING/tECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE 

During  fiscal  year  1992,  members  and  staff  of  the  board  contin- 
ued to  work  diligently  to  assure  that  our  mandates  under  ADA  are 
fully  implemented.  During  fiscal  year  1992,  after  much  thoughtful 
discussion,  the  board  completed  deliberations  on  amendments  to 
the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  Accessibility  Guidelines,  or 
ADAAG,  as  we  refer  to  it,  for  state  and  local  government  buildings 
and  facilities  covered  under  Title  II  of  the  ADA. 

During  fiscal  year  1992,  the  board  has  continued  to  expand  both 
training  and  technical  assistance  services.  Some  highlights  of  these 
accomplishments  include  the  following:  The  staff  has  responded  to 
over  18,000  telephone  requests  for  technical  assistance  and  distrib- 
uted approximately  10,500  information  packets.  We  finalized  tech- 
nical assistance  bulletins  on  detectable  warnings,  visual  alarms 
and  text  telephones.  Also,  we  completed  nine  ADA  Vehicle  Guide- 
line Manuals  which,  taken  together,  will  assist  transit  operators  in 
compljdng  with  the  ADA. 

The  board  sponsored  or  participated  in  over  62  training  sessions. 
It  is  important  to  note  that  this  is  double  the  amount  of  training 
which  the  board  did  in  the  previous  year.  Many  of  these  training 
sessions  allowed  the  board  to  explain  specific  provisions  of  a 
ADAAG  in  depth,  thus  allowing  the  participants  to  gain  a  better 
understanding  of  the  accessibility  provisions  contained  in  ADAAG. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1992  RESEARCH  PROJECTS 

In  addition,  in  an  effort  to  further  our  understanding  of  accessi- 
bility issues  facing  persons  with  disabilities,  the  board  began  the 
following  research  projects  in  fiscal  year  1992:  Quiet  areas  in  res- 
taurants, assembly  area  accessibility,  automated  doors,  and  com- 
munications in  transportation  facilities  for  persons  with  hearing 
impairments  and  persons  with  vision  impairments. 

The  board  also  contracted  to  have  a  regulatory  impact  analysis 
done  for  the  proposed  accessibility  guidelines  for  State  and  local 
government  buildings  and  facilities. 

And  finally,  the  board  published  a  five-year  research  plan  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  board's  research  program  has 
two  distinct  purposes:  First,  this  research  provides  the  board  with 
technical  information  which  enables  the  board  to  develop  accessi- 
bility guidelines.  Second,  our  research  also  provides  the  board's 
staff  with  material  which  can  be  used  in  providing  technical  assist- 
ance services. 
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ARCHITECTURAL  BARRIERS  ACT 

Finally,  in  carrying  out  our  responsibilities  under  the  Architec- 
tural Barriers  Act,  the  board  closed  153  complaints  with  53  percent 
of  these  cases  taking  corrective  action. 

During  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  Access  Board  has  been  in- 
volved in  a  number  of  rulemaking  efforts  which  are  required  under 
the  ADA  and  will  further  enhance  accessibility  for  persons  with 
disabilities. 

On  December  21,  1992,  the  board  published  a  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking  for  State  and  local  government  facilities  and  buildings. 
During  the  comment  period,  the  board  has  held  five  public  hear- 
ings across  the  country  which  were  attended  by  over  500  individ- 
uals. 

The  comment  period  ended  on  March  22,  1993,  and  the  board  ex- 
pects to  issue  the  final  guidelines  during  the  last  quarter  of  1993. 

Other  ADA  rulemaking  activities  were,  on  February  3rd,  1993, 
the  board  issued  a  notice  of  intent  to  form  an  advisory  committee. 
This  committee  will  assist  the  board  in  developing  accessibility 
guidelines  for  recreational  areas  and  outdoor  developed  areas. 

It  is  likely  that  the  first  meeting  of  this  advisory  committee  will 
be  conducted  this  summer. 

Also  on  February  3rd,  the  board  issued  an  advance  Notice  of  Pro- 
posed Rulemaking  requesting  information  and  data  on  accessibility 
standards  for  children's  environments. 

Finally,  in  preparation  for  rulemaking  which  will  begin  in  July 
1993,  the  board  commented  on  the  Office  of  Technology  Assess- 
ment's study  on  the  cost  of  making  over-the-road  buses  accessible. 
The  board  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  must  complete 
regulations  and  guidelines  for  over-the-road  buses  by  July  1994. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1993  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Providing  technical  assistance  and  training  continues  to  be  a  cen- 
tral mission  of  the  board.  During  the  current  fiscal  year,  some  of 
these  activities  have  included  the  following:  The  board  completed 
the  initial  distribution  of  the  ADAAG  checklist  which  is  intended 
to  assist  in  surveying  buildings  for  compliance  with  ADAAG. 

As  of  March  1993,  we  have  sold  3,500  copies  of  this  checklist,  and 
with  the  proceeds,  which  have  totaled  $8,500,  we  have  been  able  to 
reprint  another  3,400  copies  of  the  checklist. 

Staff  of  the  Access  Board  continued  to  develop  technical  assist- 
ance bulletins  on  those  areas  of  ADAAG  receiving  the  most  ques- 
tions. Some  of  the  topics  which  will  be  addressed  in  this  format 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  include  entrances,  dressing  and  fit- 
ting rooms,  and  accessible  parking. 

During  the  first  five  months  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  board 
responded  to  7,410  requests  for  technical  assistance  via  phone,  as 
well  as  216  written  requests. 

In  addition,  4,691  technical  information  packages  and  7,145 
copies  of  ADAAG  were  mailed  out. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1993  RESEARCH 

During  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  board's  research  agenda  will 
focus  on   three  topics   of  primary   concern:   detectable  warnings. 
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ramp  slopes  and  landings  and  a  regulatory  impact  analysis  for 
recreation  facilities  and  outdoor  developed  areas. 

These  projects  were  chosen  as  a  result  of  the  public's  comments 
on  the  board's  proposed  research  agenda  as  well  as  the  need  to  de- 
velop additional  data  on  accessibility  guidelines. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  REQUEST 

Several  challenges  await  the  board  in  the  upcoming  fiscal  year. 
To  enable  us  to  meet  these  challenges,  the  board  is  requesting 
$3,348,000  for  fiscal  year  1994.  A  breakdown  of  our  anticipated  ex- 
penditures indicates  that  $2,084,000  will  be  targeted  to  personnel 
expenses;  $400,000  will  be  allocated  for  research  and  technical  as- 
sistance contracts;  $248,000  will  be  spent  on  office  rental;  $124,000 
will  be  needed  for  printing;  and  $327,000  for  all  other  administra- 
tive expenses. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  RULEMAKING 

Let  me  explain  some  of  the  activities  which  the  board  will  under- 
take in  the  coming  year.  The  board  will  continue  to  develop  acces- 
sibility guidelines  as  required  by  the  ADA.  In  addition  to  guide- 
lines for  recreational  areas  and  outdoor  developed  environments 
and  children  areas,  the  board  will  begin  two  other  accessibility 
guidelines  and  initiatives:  First,  the  board  intends  to  adopt  a  re- 
vised version  of  ADAAG  as  the  minimum  requirements  which  Fed- 
eral agencies  must  meet. 

Under  current  law,  Federal  facilities  are  required  to  comply  with 
the  Uniform  Federal  Accessibility  Standards  or  UFAS.  The  board 
intends  to  work  with  the  four  standard  setting  agencies — the  U.S. 
Postal  Service,  the  Department  of  Defense,  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  and  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion— to  assure  that  the  Federal  Government  will  be  required  to 
comply  with  ADAAG  in  design,  construction,  and  alteration. 

We  firmly  believe  that  a  single,  unified  standard  will  be  less  con- 
fusing and  will  afford  persons  with  disabilities  greater  accessibility. 
In  addition,  the  board  will  continue  to  develop  accessibility  guide- 
lines for  boats,  docks,  and  other  forms  of  water  transportation. 
These  guidelines  will  be  developed  in  conjunction  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE 

The  board  also  anticipates  an  increase  in  our  technical  assistance 
and  training  efforts  in  the  coming  fiscal  year.  Once  the  accessibil- 
ity guidelines  for  State  and  local  government  buildings  and  facili- 
ties have  been  completed,  we  expect  an  increase  in  technical  assist- 
ance calls. 

These  guidelines  concern  accessibility  to  jails,  courtrooms  and 
public-rights-of-way,  areas  which  have  not  had  accessibility  require- 
ments in  the  past.  The  board  also  anticipates  conducting  at  least  60 
training  sessions  in  the  upcoming  fiscal  year.  Because  we  are  au- 
thorized to  accept  fees  for  training,  we  anticipate  recouping  our  ex- 
penses for  approximately  50  percent  of  the  training  sessions  we 
will  hold  in  the  coming  year. 
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Research  will  continue  to  be  a  priority  of  the  board  in  fiscal  year 
1994.  In  addition  to  the  research  activities  which  I  have  already  de- 
lineated, the  board  will  initiate  research  concerning  space  and 
reach  ranges  for  individuals  using  powered  wheelchairs  and  three- 
wheeled  scooters.  This  research  is  intended  to  give  the  board  valua- 
ble information  to  refine  the  guidelines  to  improve  access  for  per- 
sons who  utilize  these  types  of  equipment.  In  addition,  the  board 
will  be  conducting  research  concerning  public  information  needs  of 
persons  with  cognitive  impairments.  This  particular  research 
project  affords  the  board  the  opportunity  to  address  some  of  the 
needs  of  a  group  of  individuals  who  appear  to  have  to  face  unique 
accessibility  problems. 

ARCHITECTURAL  BARRIERS  ACT 

In  the  upcoming  fiscal  year,  the  board  will  continue  to  aggres- 
sively enforce  the  Architectural  Barriers  Act.  We  anticipate  that 
we  will  open  approximately  150  new  cases  and  that  the  majority  of 
our  outstanding  cases  will  be  closed  because  corrective  actions  will 
have  been  taken  to  remove  barriers. 

The  members  and  staff  of  the  Access  Board  are  deeply  committed 
to  seeing  that  the  dreams  envisioned  in  the  ADA  are  fully  realized 
by  Americans  with  disabilities.  We  also  realize  that  accessibility  is 
paramount  if  persons  with  disabilities  are  able  to  live  and  work  in 
their  own  communities.  Thus,  the  Access  Board  welcomes  the 
many  challenges  that  lay  ahead. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  will  be  pleased  to  answer  any 
questions  that  you  may  have.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Parker  follows:] 
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Good  morning!  Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  Kathleen  K.  Parker,  Chairman  of  the 
Architectural  and  Transportation  Barriers  Compliance  Board,  or  Access  Board.  I  am  pleased  to 
be  here  today  to  present  the  Access  Board's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  to  the 
Subcommittee.  I  would  like  to  request  that  our  written  justification,  along  with  the  Access  Board's 
fiscal  year  1 992  Annual  Report  be  entered  into  the  record.  I  will  make  a  brief  oral  statement  and 
then  we  will  respond  any  questions  the  Subcommittee  might  have.  Before  I  proceed,  I  would  like 
to  introduce  the  Board  members  and  staff  who  are  here  with  me  today. 

INTRODUCTIONS 


In  presenting  this  request,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  it  reflects  my  personal  commitment 
and  the  commitment  of  the  Board  as  a  whole,  to  the  polices  and  goals  of  this  Administration  to 
create  an  accessible  environment  which  can  be  used  by  all  people.  This  request  also  reflects  the 
President's  order  to  reduce  administrative  costs  by  3%  and  to  freeze  all  Federal  salaries  with  no 
cost  of  living  increase  in  1994. 

For  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Access  Board  is  requesting  $3,348,000.  Before  I  delineate  how 
the  Access  Board  will  use  these  monies,  I  would  first  like  to  highlight  some  of  the  agency's 
accomplishments  during  fiscal  year  1992  and  explain  some  of  our  activities  during  the  current 
fiscal  year. 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1992  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

During  fiscal  year  1992,  members  and  staff  of  the  Board  continued  to  work  diligently  to 
assure  that  our  mandates  under  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  were  fully  implemented. 
During  fiscal  year  1992,  after  much  thoughtful  discussion,  the  Board  completed  deliberations  on 
amendments  to  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  Accessibility  Guidelines  -  or  ADAAG  as  we 
refer  to  it  -  for  State  and  local  government  buildings  and  facilities  covered  under  Title  II  of  the 
ADA.  During  fiscal  year  1992,  the  Board  has  continued  to  expand  both  training  and  technical 
assistance  services.  Some  highlights  of  these  accomplishments  Include  the  following: 

o  The  staff  responded  to  over  18,000  telephone  requests  for  technical  assistance 

and  distributed  approximately  10,500  information  packets; 

o  We  finalized  technical  assistance  bulletins  on  detectable  warnings,  visual  alarms, 

and  text  telephones; 

o  We  completed  nine  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  Vehicle  Guideline  Manuals 

which,  taken  together,  will  assist  transit  operators  in  complying  with  the  ADA; 

o  The  Board  sponsored  or  participated  in  over  sixty  two  training  sessions.    It  is 

important  to  note  that  this  is  double  the  amount  of  training  which  the  Board  did  in  the 
previous  year.  Many  of  these  training  sessions  allowed  to  Board  to  explain  specific 
provisions  of  ADAAG  in  depth,  thus  allowing  the  participants  to  gain  a  better 
understanding  of  the  accessibility  provisions  contained  in  ADAAG. 
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o  In  an  effort  to  furtfier  our  understanding  of  accessibility  issues  facing  persons  witti 

disabilities,  the  Board  began  the  following  research  projects  in  fiscal  year  1992:  Quiet 
areas  in  restaurants;  Assembly  area  accessibility;  Automated  doors;  and  Communications 
in  transportation  facilities  for  persons  with  hearing  impairments  and  persons  with  vision 
impairments. 

o  The  Board  also  contracted  to  have  a  Regulatory  Impact  Analysis  done  for  the 

proposed  accessibility  guidelines  for  State  and  local  government  buildings  and  facilities. 

o  And  finally,  the  Board  published  an  ADA  research  agenda  in  the  Federal  Register. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  Board's  research  program  has  two  distinct  purposes:  First, 
this  research  provides  the  Board  with  technical  information  which  enables  the  Board  to  develop 
accessibility  guidelines.  Second,  our  research  also  provides  the  Board's  staff  with  material  which 
can  be  used  in  providing  technical  assistance  services. 

In  carrying  out  our  responsibilities  under  the  Architectural  Barriers  Act,  the  Board  closed 
153  complaints,  with  53%  of  these  cases  taking  corrective  action. 

ACTIVITIES  DURING  THE  CURRENT  FISCAL  YEAR 

During  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  Access  Board  has  been  involved  in  a  number  of 
rulemaking  efforts  which  are  required  under  the  ADA  and  will  further  enhance  accessibility  for 
persons  with  disabilities.    On  December  21,  1992,  the  Board  published  a  Notice  of  Proposed 
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Rulemaking  (NPRM)  for  State  and  local  government  buildings  and  facilities.  During  the  comment 
period,  the  Board  held  five  public  hearings  across  the  country  which  were  attended  by 
approximately  500  individuals.  The  comment  period  ended  on  March  22,1993,  and  the  Board 
expects  to  issue  the  final  guidelines  during  the  last  quarter  of  1993. 

Other  ADA  njlemakJng  activities  were: 

o  On  February  3,  1993,  the  Board  issued  a  Notice  of  Intent  to  Form  an  Advisory 

Committee.  This  Committee  will  assist  the  Board  in  developing  accessibility  guidelines 
for  recreational  facilities  and  outdoor  developed  areas.  It  is  likely  that  this  first  meeting 
of  this  Advisory  Committee  will  take  place  this  summer. 

o  Also  on   February  3rd,  the  Board  issued  an  Advance   Notice  of  Proposed 

Rulemaking  requesting  information  and  data  on  accessibility  standards  for  children's 
environments. 

o  Finally,  in  preparation  for  rulemaking  which  will  begin  in  July  1993,  the  Board 

commented  on  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment  (OTA)  study  on  making  over-the- 
road  busses  accessible.  The  Board  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  must  complete 
regulations  and  guidelines  for  over-the-road  buses  by  July  1994. 


Providing  technical  assistance  and  training  continue  to  be  central  to  the  mission  of  the 
Board.   During  the  current  fiscal  year  some  of  these  activities  have  included  the  following: 
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o  The  Board  completed  the  initial  distribution  of  the  ADAAG  checklist  which  is 

intended  to  assist  in  surveying  buildings  for  compliance  with  ADAAG.  As  of  March  1993, 
we  have  sold  3,500  copies  of  this  checklist,  and  with  the  proceeds  which  have  totaled 
$8,500,  we  have  been  able  to  reprint  another  3,400  copies  of  the  checklist. 

o  Staff  of  the  Access  Board  continued  to  develop  Technical  Assistance  bulletins  on 

those  areas  of  ADAAG  receiving  the  most  questions.  Some  of  the  topics  which  will  be 
addressed  in  this  format  during  the  current  fiscal  year  include  entrances,  dressing  and 
fitting  rooms,  and  accessible  parking. 

o  During  the  first  five  months  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  Board  responded  to  7,41 0 

telephone  requests  as  well  as  216  written  requests.  In  addition,  4,691  technical 
infonmation  packages  and  7,145  copies  of  ADAAG  were  mailed  out. 

During  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  Board's  research  agenda  will  focus  on  three  topics  of 
primary  concern:  detectable  warnings;  ramp  slopes  and  landings;  and  a  regulatory  impact  analysis 
for  recreation  facilities  and  outdoor  developed  areas.  These  projects  were  chosen  as  a  result  of 
the  public's  comments  on  the  Board's  proposed  research  agenda  as  well  as  the  need  to  develop 
additional  data  on  accessibility  guidelines. 

MAJOR  ACTIVITIES  PLANNED  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 


Several  challenges  await  the  Board  in  the  upcoming  fiscal  year.  To  enable  us  to  meet 
these  challenges,  the  Board  is  requesting  $3,348,000  for  fiscal  year  1994.  A  breakdown  of  our 
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anticipated  expenditures  indicates  that  $2,084,000  will  be  targeted  to  personnel  expenses; 
$400,000  will  be  allocated  for  research  and  technical  assistance  contracts;  $248,000  will  be  spent 
on  office  rental;  $124,000  will  be  needed  for  printing;  and  $327,000  for  all  other  administrative 
expenses.  Let  me  explain  some  of  the  activities  which  the  Board  will  undertake  in  the  coming 
year. 

The  Board  will  continue  to  develop  accessibility  guidelines  as  required  by  the  ADA.  In 
addition  to  guidelines  for  recreational  areas  and  children's  environment,  the  Board  will  begin  two 
other  accessibility  initiatives.  First,  the  Board  intends  to  adopt  ADAAG  as  the  minimum 
requirements  which  Federal  agencies  must  meet.  Under  current  law.  Federal  facilities  are 
required  to  comply  with  the  Uniform  Federal  Accessibility  Standards  or  UFAS.  The  Board  intends 
to  work  with  the  four  standard  setting  agencies--the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  the  Department  of 
Defense,  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  and  the  General  Services 
Administration--to  assure  that  the  Federal  government  will  be  required  to  comply  with  ADAAG  in 
design,  construction,  and  alteration.  We  firmly  believe  that  a  single,  unified  standard  will  be  less 
confusing  and  will  afford  persons  with  disabilities  greater  accessibility. 

In  addition,  the  Board  will  begin  to  develop  accessibility  guidelines  for  boats,  docks,  and 
other  forms  of  water  transportation.  These  guidelines  will  be  developed  in  conjunction  with  the 
Department  of  Transportation. 

The  Board  also  anticipates  an  increase  in  our  technical  assistance  and  training  efforts  in 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  Once  the  accessibility  guidelines  for  State  and  local  government  buildings 
and  facilities  have  been  completed,  we  expect  an  increase  in  technical  assistance  calls.  These 
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guidelines  concern  accessibility  to  jails,  courtrooms,  and  public-rig hts-of-way--  areas  which  have 
not  had  accessibility  requirements  in  the  past. 

The  Board  also  anticipates  conducting  at  least  sixty  training  sessions  in  the 
upcoming  fiscal  year.    Because  we  are  authorized  to  accept  fees  for  training,  we  anticipate 
recouping  our  expenses  for  approximately  50%  of  the  training  session  we  hold  in  the  coming 
year. 

Research  will  continue  to  be  a  priority  of  the  Board  in  fiscal  year  1 994.  In  addition  to  the 
research  activities  which  I  have  already  delineated,  the  Board  will  initiate  research  concerning 
space  and  reach  ranges  for  individuals  using  powered  wheelchairs  and  three-wheeled  scooters. 
This  research  is  intended  to  give  the  Board  valuable  information  to  refine  the  guidelines  to 
improve  access  for  persons  who  utilize  these  types  of  equipment.  In  addition,  the  Board  will  be 
conducting  research  concerning  public  information  needs  of  persons  with  cognitive  impairments. 
This  particular  research  project  affords  the  Board  the  opportunity  to  address  some  of  the  needs 
of  a  group  on  individuals  who  appear  to  face  unique  accessibility  problems. 

In  the  upcoming  fiscal  year,  the  Board  will  continue  to  aggressively  enforce  the 
Architectural  Barriers  Act.  We  anticipate  that  we  will  open  approximately  150  new  cases  and  that 
the  majority  of  our  outstanding  cases  will  be  closed  because  corrective  actions  will  have  been 
taken  to  remove  barriers. 
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CONCLUSION 

The  members  and  staff  of  the  Access  Board  are  deeply  committed  to  seeing  that  the 
dreams  envisioned  in  the  ADA  are  fully  realized  by  Americans  with  disabilities.  We  also 
recognize  that  accessibility  is  paramount  if  persons  with  disabilities  are  to  live  and  work  in  their 
own  communities.  Thus,  the  Access  Board  welcomes  the  many  challenges  which  we  know  lay 
ahead.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  which  you  or  other 
members  of  the  Subcommittee  may  have. 


M 
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AMERICANS  WITH  DISABIUTIES  ACT  IMPACT 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  statement 
and  the  work  that  you  do  and  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  ADA 
was  meant  for  everyone.  While  some  of  our  people  may  have  a  bar- 
rier problem  that  they  need  to  deal  with  throughout  life,  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is,  and  it  comes  home  to  us  every  day,  that  almost  ev- 
eryone, in  at  least  part  of  their  life,  is  going  to  be  immobilized  and 
will  have  some  kind  of  a  barrier  problem  themselves. 

So  it  is  not  just  for  those  among  us  who  confront  it  as  a  lifelong 
problem,  but  if  you  look  at  the  number  of  people  who  have  skiing 
accidents  and  other  kinds  of  accidents,  such  as  automobile  acci- 
dents, who  end  up,  if  only  temporarily,  in  a  wheelchair,  in  a  rela- 
tively immobile  situation,  and  they  have  daily  lives  that  must  con- 
tinue and  the  barriers  that  they  confront  can  be  very  significant. 

So  I  think  that  the  important  thing  is  to  remind  ourselves  that 
ADA  is  really  for  everybody,  not  just  for  those  who  may  have  some 
unique  lifelong  dilemma. 

The  major  part  of  my  inquiry,  though,  has  to  do  with  priorities. 
How  fast  we  move  and  where  we  move  first  to  try  to  take  on  the 
whole  world  here,  and  the  resources  just  won't  allow  it.  And  we 
have  to  decide  what  we  are  going  to  do. 

Your  predecessor  said  last  year  that  there  hadn't  been  sufficient 
experience  with  ADA  at  that  point  to  assess  compliance  measures. 
Have  we  had  enough  experience  now?  Can  you  give  us  an  assess- 
ment of  compliance  measures  and  how  successful  we  are? 

Ms.  Parker.  Last  year  when  we  had  testified,  the  ADA  had  only 
been  in  effect  for  about  45  days.  Now  we  find  that  compliance  is 
just  wonderful;  that  people  want  to  comply.  What  we  find  is,  and 
this  is  where  our  work  is  so  important,  we  find  that  people  really 
need  the  technical  assistance  and  need  the  training  help,  and  as  we 
get  out  and  give  people  that  help,  it  is  easier  for  them  to  comply 
with  the  accessibility  standards  and  promote  accessibility.  In  a  spe- 
cific instance,  as  soon  as  the  ADA  had  come  into  effect  a  car  dealer 
had  a  TDD  telephone  installed,  that  he  had  two  car  orders  that 
day. 

I  am  from  the  Chicago  area  with  regional  transportation  author- 
ity, where  we  have  much  more  indication  where  people  can  get 
around  quicker  with  accessible  transportation  facilities  and  with 
the  key  station  matters  and  with  the  ADA.  There  are  more  people 
around  now.  It  is  amazing,  when  I  was  talking  to  somebody  last 
year,  he  said  that  he  would  find  that  maybe  he  and  a  few  people 
would  be  around — he  was  disabled,  and  he  would  know  most  of  the 
disabled  people  going  around  in  the  streets  and  on  the  airplanes, 
but  now  there  is  just  so  many  and  people  are  able  to  get  out  more. 

The  handicapped  spaces  in  the  parking  lots  are  being  used  more 
which  is  an  indication  that  people  can  get  out,  and  if  they  can  get 
out,  then  people  are  complying  with  the  ADA. 

We  find  it  very  encouraging.  People  want  to  comply. 

ACCESSIBLE  PARKING  SPACES 

Mr.  Carr.  This  is  just  purely  anecdotal  and  relates  an  experience 
that  I  have  had.  Have  you  thought  of  having  an  800  number  where 
people  could  call  in  and  complain  about  the  misuse  of  handicapped 
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parking?  I  have  been  to  the  Safeway  in  Georgetown.  The  parking 
lot  is  small  and  it  is  a  very  popular  supermarket.  I  suppose  I  have 
the  usual  annoyance  of  everyone  that  there  always  seem  to  be 
empty  spaces  in  front  and  you  have  to  try  to  scramble  for  a  space 
that  is  further  away.  I  saw  a  fellow  pull  into  one  of  the  handi- 
capped parking  spaces  and  he  sort  of  bounced  out  of  his  car  and 
almost  as  an  afterthought  then  started  limping  in  a  fairly  melodra- 
matic way.  I  parked  my  car  and  I  went  into  the  Safeway  and  there 
he  was  jauntily  walking  around  with  no  visible  limp  whatsoever. 

Now,  I  am  not  a  doctor.  Maybe  he  qualified  for  the  handicapped 
space.  He  didn't  have  a  handicapped  license  plate  either.  I  would 
love  to  have  had  an  800  number  that  I  could  have  called  and  said, 
a  fellow  using  vehicle  tag  so-and-so  was  just  observed  by  me  trying 
to  pretend  he  was  handicapped  for  the  availability  of  a  parking 
space.  Then  maybe  through  that  process,  a  letter  or  a  phone  call 
could  be  sent  alerting  the  person  that  they  had  been  observed 
parking  in  a  handicapped  space  and  maybe  offering  some  gentle 
persuasion  that  they  shouldn't  do  it  again,  that  others  are  watch- 
ing and  they  should  care  about  it.  Have  you  ever  thought  about  an 
800  number? 

Ms.  Parker.  Actually  we  have  800  numbers.  We  have  three  but 
they  are  for  technical  assistance.  The  Department  of  Justice  actual- 
ly is  the  agency  that  handles  the  complaints.  But  I  will  tell  you 
personally  a  couple  things  that  we  have  done.  My  husband  and  I, 
we  have  a  sign,  a  little  sheet  you  can  put  on  somebody's  windshield 
if  they  are  parking  in  the  wrong  spot,  and  we  really  have  used  that 
for  people  who  were  parking  in  handicapped  places  who  shouldn't 
be.  So  maybe  that  is  one  way  also. 

In  fact,  I  remember  once  being  at  a  Chuck  E.  Cheese  and  there 
was  a  man  who  pulled  in  and  obviously  he  wasn't  handicapped, 
and  we  called  the  local  authorities  and  they  came  over  and  told 
him  to  move  his  car.  Now,  that  may  be  a  little  bit  more  severe 
than  we  want  to  be,  but  sometimes  the  local  authorities  will  help 
us  out. 

As  far  as  the  800  numbers,  we  would  love  to  have,  if  we  had 
more  funding,  an  800  number  where  we  could  call  and  make  those 
complaints  and  possibly  send  out  a  letter,  but  really  maybe  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  would  be  one  way  of  handling  that.  But  I  think 
it  is  a  good  idea. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  may  be  better  to  have  the  handicapped  sign  include 
the  800  number  where  you  say,  if  you  observe  someone  parking 
here  in  what  you  think  is  a  violation,  call  this  number.  The  whole 
idea  is  deterrence.  It  isn't  to  try  to  snitch  on  folks,  but  to  try  to  get 
them  to  do  the  right  thing. 

Ms.  Parker.  Right. 

UNIFORM  SYSTEM  FOR  HANDICAPPED  PARKING 

Mr.  Carr.  The  average  observer  is  not  experienced  enough  to 
know  whether  someone  is  disabled  or  not.  There  could  be,  in  fact, 
someone  who  has  a  severe  disability.  I  mean,  it  may  be  some  fairly 
significant  heart  condition  or  there  might  be  things  that  are  not 
quite  as  apparent  and  we  don't  want  to  be  setting  forth  lynch  mob 
squads  on  this. 


271 

It  is  just  a  matter  of  making  sure  that  people  don't  take  advan- 
tage of  these  situations.  In  that  regard,  and  given  my  comments 
about  how  people  sometimes  are  temporarily  disabled,  what  can 
someone  do  who  has  had  a  skiing  accident,  and  is  on  crutches  or 
maybe  they  are  elderly.  They  don't  have  a  handicapped  license  tag. 
Can  they  use  those  spots? 

Ms.  Parker.  David,  do  you  want  to  answer? 

Mr.  Capozzi.  Sure.  Just  a  couple  of  observations.  In  1988  there 
was  a  law  passed  called  the  Uniform  System  for  Handicapped 
Parking  and  it  has  little  enforcement  teeth  to  it.  The  enforcement 
scheme  that  was  envisioned  was  the  withholding  of  Federal  high- 
way safety  dollars  for  States  that  did  not  adopt  a  parking  scheme 
like  this. 

Unfortunately,  that  enforcement  was  taken  out  of  the  final  piece 
of  legislation  and  so  now  it  is  voluntary  compliance  that  States  are 
encouraged  to  adhere  to,  and  the  system  works  just  as  you  said. 
You  have  an  international  symbol  on  your  license  plate  or  on  a 
placard  and  the  placard  is  really  designed  for  people  with  tempo- 
rary disabilities  so  that  they  can  hang  a  placard  on  their  rearview 
mirror  and  that  would  last  for  a  certain  time  period  and  then  it 
would  expire. 

The  problem  of  people  with  or  without  disabilities  parking  ille- 
gally in  handicapped  parking  spaces  has  been  a  problem  that  has 
troubled  us  for  years,  and  some  States  have  taken  the  step  of  indi- 
cating on  their  signs  what  the  fee  would  be  for  a  violation.  That 
has  been  very  effective,  where  they  would  indicate  it  is  $100  fine  if 
you  park  illegally  in  this  spot. 

Other  localities  have  gone  a  step  further  and  people  with  disabil- 
ities themselves  would  be  the  enforcement  agencies.  They  would  go 
out  and  they  have  what  many  call  "gimp"  squads  or  "God  squads." 
People  with  disabilities  are  going  out  and  putting  tickets  on  indi- 
vidual cars  that  are  parked  illegal  and  they  are  actually  deputized 
by  the  local  police  agencies  to  give  tickets. 

That  has  been  a  successful  program  where  it  has  been  tried.  But 
it  is  a  problem  all  across  the  country.  It  is  mostly  an  attitudinal 
problem  I  think. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  if  somebody  has  an  accident  that  puts  them  on 
crutches,  there  is  a  place  they  can  go  to  get  a  tag? 

Mr.  Capozzi.  Sure,  its  local  law. 

Ms.  Parker.  Right,  and  there  are  local  jurisdictions.  I  know  in 
our  area  where  you  can  go  to  the  township  and  you  can  get  a  tag 
possibly  for  six  months  with  a  doctor's  statement  and  if  you  need  it 
longer  than  six  months,  you  would  have  to  get  that  renewed,  other- 
wise it  would  expire.  So  there  are  opportunities  for  temporary 
parking  permits. 

RECIPROCAL  STATE  TAGS 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  are  a  handicapped  person  from  Michigan  and 
you  are  down  here  in  Washington  looking  at  the  cherry  blossoms, 
can  you  use  the  spaces  here? 

Mr.  Capozzi.  That  is  exactly  right.  And  that  was  the  problem 
years  ago  is  that  if  you  traveled  from  say  Maryland  to  Michigan 
and  you  parked  in  a  space  in  Michigan,  even  though  you  had  a  dis- 
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ability  and  you  had  a  tag  that  was  valid  in  Maryland,  you  could  get 
a  ticket  in  Michigan,  and  that  law  was  designed  to  alleviate  that 
problem  where  you  would  have  reciprocity  between  the  States.  Un- 
fortunately it  is  still  a  voluntary  compliance  effort  that  the  States, 
there  is  no  mandatory  enforcement  scheme. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  was  brought  to  my  attention  many  years  ago  in 
the  1970s  when  I  had  a  fellow  on  my  staff  who  was  a  Vietnam  vet- 
eran. He  was  an  amputee  and  on  crutches.  He  had  Michigan  tags 
but  was  unable  to  avail  himself  of  space  in  D.C.  Unfortunately,  at 
the  time  D.C.  changed  their  own  policy  because  I  talked  to  them 
about  that  and  they  revised  their  enforcement.  Mr.  Wolf,  do  you 
have  any  questions? 

ARCHITECTURAL  BARRIERS  ACT  COMPLIANCE 

Mr.  Wolf.  Just  two  questions.  Welcome  to  the  Committee.  You 
mentioned  a  comment  that  53  percent  were  well  received  or  re- 
solved. What  was  that? 

Ms.  Parker.  The  compliance.  We  have  about  150  cases  and  53 
percent  of  those  were  brought  into  compliance. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  happened  to  the  other  47  percent? 

Ms.  Parker.  Judy. 

Ms.  Haslam.  It  would  mean  that  they  were  either  closed  for  no 
jurisdiction.  That  means,  we  are  talking  about  not  the  Americans 
With  Disabilities  Act  but  the  Architectural  Barriers  Act,  which  is 
the  earlier  act  which  is  much  narrower  and  we  would  not  have  ju- 
risdiction if  the  date  of  the  project,  either  the  design,  alteration, 
construction,  or  leasing  project  occurred  before  1968  or  else  the 
Federal  funding  that  was  used  did  not  trigger  the  Architectural 
Barriers  Act.  Then  we  would  close  those  for  no  jurisdiction.  When 
we  open  the  investigation  and  look  into  it  to  learn  whether  we 
have  jurisdiction  and  in  many  cases  we  don't.  In  a  very  small 
number  of  cases  we  have  closed  for  no  violation  of  a  standard  when 
we  actually  do  an  investigation  and  find  out  that  the  ramp  that 
someone  has  complained  about  actually  is  in  compliance,  and  we 
would  close  it  for  no  violation. 

COMPLAINTS  AGAINST  THE  METRO  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  see.  Okay.  Last  year  I  asked  a  question  with  regard 
to  Metro,  and  the  comment  from  your  group  was  that  you  cited  a 
substandard  ramp  at  Twin  Brook  station  and  problems  with  regard 
to  non working  elevators.  I  contacted  Metro  and  I  spoke  to  them. 
Whatever  happened  to  that  issue?  Does  anybody  here  recall? 

Ms.  Parker.  Our  general  counsel  would  be  prepared  to  answer 
that  question. 

COMPLAINT  AT  THE  TWINBROOK  STATION 

Mr.  Raggio.  We  had  entered  into  further  negotiations  with  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  WMATA.  At  that  point  last 
year,  we  were  threatening  to  file  a  citation  against  them,  which  is 
initiating  a  legal  proceeding  before  an  administrative  law  judge. 
We  did  enter  into  final  negotiations  with  them  and  they  agreed  to 
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correct  the  ramp.  They  submitted  to  us  a  plan  and  a  specific  sched- 
ule. 

That  work  was  supposed  to  be  completed  the  end  of  February.  As 
of  the  end  of  March,  that  work  has  still  not  been  completed.  Appar- 
ently the  existing  ramp  has  been  torn  out  and  we  are  trying  to  find 
out  from  them  what  the  reason  for  the  delay  is  and  what  their  new 
dates  for  completion  of  that  are. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  has  been  a  whole  year. 

Mr.  Raggio.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Why  do  you  think  it  has  taken  a  whole  year?  It  seems 
to  me  that  we  talked  to  Metro  and  they  were  pretty  committed  to 
resolving  the  issue.  It  makes  me  wonder  how  well  the  process 
works.  I  mean,  Metro  is  here.  They  are  right  here  in  Washington, 
D.C.  You  are  right  here  in  Washington,  D.C.  That  doesn't  seem  to 
be  very  fast. 

Mr.  Raggio.  Well,  again,  I  can  submit  you  some  further  dates.  I 
don't  recall  specifically  when  we  had  finally  reached  agreement 
with  them  on  taking  the  ramp  out.  Originally  their  position  was 
that  they  were  not  going  to  correct  it.  It  was  a  very  extensive  proc- 
ess of  informal  negotiation  that  we  tried  to  go  through  in  order  to 
try  to  resolve  these  things,  and  when  it  appears  that  informal  ne- 
gotiation is  not  likely  to  resolve  it,  then  we  go  the  next  step  of  ac- 
tually filing  a  citation  against  them. 

Actually  it  was  that  step  of  threatening  to  file  the  citation 
against  them  that  we  were  able  then  to  reach  agreement  with 
them.  I  think  that  was  sometime  in  the  later  part  of  last  year  that 
we  did  reach  that.  Then  they  had  to  do  construction  plans  for  that 
ramp  and  submit  a  schedule  to  us  which,  again,  did  call  for  comple- 
tion of  the  work  at  the  end  of  February. 

Apparently  they  had  a  contractor  begin  some  of  the  work  and 
the  contractor  did  not  put  the  new  ramp  in  the  correct  way.  I  un- 
derstand they  had  to  tear  out  part  of  it,  and  it  is  now  a  partially 
constructed  ramp.  Part  of  it  is  still  excavated  and  my  understand- 
ing is  they  are  in  the  process  of  having  to  redo  it  now  a  third  time. 
We  have  requested,  last  month,  an  explanation  as  to  why  did  they 
not  meet  their  original  projected  date  and  justification  for  the  addi- 
tional time  that  they  are  going  to  require  to  finish  that  work. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  that  indicative  of  how  effective  the  process  works 
around  the  country  or  does  it  work  better  in  other  places?  That  is  a 
year,  and  that  is  here  in  Washington  D.C,  and  Metro  is  fairly  pro- 
gressive in,  I  think,  their  outlook  on  these  issues,  and  yet  it  is  not 
resolved. 

I  don't  know  what  date  you  actually  testified  before  the  commit- 
tee last  year  but  it  has  been  about  a 

Ms.  Parker.  It  was  in  March. 

Mr.  Wolf.  March.  So  it  is  over  a  year  and  you  say  the  problem  is 
not  resolved.  It  was  March  12.  So  it  is  13  months. 

Mr.  Raggio.  Yes.  We  have  had  some  trouble  in  cases  with 
WMATA,  particularly  where  they  are  big  ticket  items  and  that  was 
a  big  ticket  item. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  was  the  cost  of  the  item? 

Ms.  Haslam.  It  is  a  big  one. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  your  definition  of  a  big  ticket  item? 
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Mr.  Raggio.  That  ramp  was,  I  think,  over  a  100-foot  ramp  and 
didn't  have  any  landings  and  did  not  have  a  complying  slope.  They 
had  to  tear  out  that  100  foot  section  and  that  is  a  partially  under- 
ground station  there,  and  it  is  about  a  10-foot  wide  ramp  that  they 
had  to  completely  excavate.  They  did  begin  to  put  in  a  new  ramp, 
and  then  they  discovered  that  the  ramp  that  the  contractor  was 
putting  in  did  not  meet  their  specifications  and  so  they  had  to  tear 
out  that  new  work  that  was  done. 

As  I  say,  we  went  out  there  in  March  on  several  occasions — ^two 
occasions. 

Mr.  Wolf.  March  of  this  year? 

Mr.  Raggio.  March  of  this  year.  Work  was  supposed  to  be  com- 
pleted the  end  of  February.  Our  compliance  staff  went  out  there 
twice  to  inspect  the  work  to  see  whether  or  not  it  was  completed. 
When  we  discovered  that  it  was  not,  we  sent  a  letter  to  them 
asking  them  for  an  explanation  as  to  why  the  work  was  not  com- 
pleted, and  what  their  new  timetable  is. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  your  expectations  are  now  that 

Mr.  Raggio.  We  are  waiting  to  hear  a  response.  They  have  not 
formally  notified  us  for  the  reason  of  why  the  work  was  not  done 
according  to  the  schedule  they  had  originally  submitted  to  us. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  the  letter  has  been  there  a  month? 

Mr.  Raggio.  Two  weeks. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  this  be  one  of  the  47  percent  of  unresolved 
cases?  Where  would  this  fall  in  that  category? 

Ms.  Haslam.  We  have  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Raggio.  We  have  jurisdiction.  This  is  apparently  in  monitor- 
ing corrective  action. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  this  average  or  is  this 

Ms.  Parker.  This  is  very  unusual,  very  unusual. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay,  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

COST  OF  THE  ADA 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  Last  year  we  were  told  that  the  best  esti- 
mate of  the  total  cost  to  comply  with  ADA  was  approximately  $900 
million.  Is  that  figure  still  holding  or  do  you  have  a  new  estimate 
for  us? 

Ms.  Parker.  I  don't  believe  we  have  a  new-overall  estimate?  I 
would  say,  though,  that  as  we  go  out,  a  lot  of  people  were  afraid  of 
the  ADA  and  afraid  that  many  things  would  cost  a  lot  more  than 
they  actually  do,  and  it  really  doesn't.  As  our  training  staff  goes 
out  to  the  architects  and  to  the  people  around  the  country  and  the 
people  have  their  questions  answered,  they  are  finding  out  that  the 
cost  really  is  not  as  significant  as  they  had  originally  thought  it 
would  be,  which  is  why  it  is  so  important  for  us  to  have  as  many 
training  sessions  as  we  had. 

For  your  information,  we  had  a  teaming  session  out  in  Chicago 
just  a  few  months  ago  with  Parsons  De  Leuw,  Inc.  They  had  us  out  there 
for  two  days  for  a  seminar  which  they  paid  the  expenses  for  our 
transportation  expert  to  go  out.  They  were  so  impressed  with  the 
job  that  was  done  that  they  wanted  to  have  14  other  training  ses- 
sions across  the  country,  where  they  would  pay  for  the  expenses  for  . 
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our  staff  to  go  out  to.  They  had  many  of  their  questions  answered 
as  far  as  transportation-related  issues  in  the  Chicago  area.  People 
came  in  from  other  parts  of  the  nearby  Midwest  country,  and  we 
were  delighted  with  that. 

The  people  are  finding,  as  it  is  explained  to  them,  that  it  isn't 
going  to  cost  as  much  as  they  thought.  I  don't  have  an  overall 
number.  I  don't  know  if  anybody  does,  but  I  am  sure  that  the  origi- 
nal estimates  were  higher. 

I  just  wanted  to  expand,  if  it  is  okay,  on  one  thing  you  were  talk- 
ing about  because  you  brought  up  the  parking  lots.  Another  area 
that  I  think  you  should  be  aware  of  as  being  very  effective  with  the 
ADA  is  transportation  for  para-transit  people.  Because  we  had 
found  the  same  type  of  problem  that  you  are  talking  about  in  the 
Chicago  area  and  other  areas,  people  that  were  using  para-transit 
that  really  didn't  need  to  use  para-transit.  Now  with  the  eligibility 
law  that  the  ADA  has  put  in,  it  is  going  to  work  very  well  because 
we  can  move  people  and  train  people  who  can  use  fixed  route  serv- 
ice to  that  service  and  free  up  the  para-transits  for  those  people 
who  really  need  it. 

I  think  that  you  should  know  that  that  will  be  very  effective.  In 
fact,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  most  of  our  riders  in  paratransit 
eventually  will  be  those  with  cognitive  impairments  and  not  par- 
ticularly disabled  for  other  reasons.  So  that  was  very  good. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  ask  you,  though,  and  I  would  really  like  you 
to  use  some  staff  time  to  take  a  look  at  this  question  of  what  is  the 
total  cost  of  ADA.  I  don't  particularly  care  whether  the  cost  esti- 
mate is  going  up  or — adjusted  for  inflation — is  going  down  or  what- 
ever. This  is  a  question  we  ask  year  to  year.  Given  the  desire  for 
information,  I  think  we  want  to  track  this  number  year  after  year 
to  see  where  it  is. 

Maybe  it  will  reveal  that  the  costs  weren't  as  great  as  we 
thought  they  might  be  originally.  I  am  not  worried  about  where 
that  line  goes.  I  am  not  worried  about  hitting  a  particular  number. 
I  just  think  that  we  need  to  have  good,  consistent  information  over 
time  so  that  those  people  who  want  to  study  the  issue  can  have  the 
Board's  best  efforts  at  trying  to  assess  a  cost. 

Ms.  Parker.  I  think  that  is  a  good  point,  and  we  will  work  on 
that,  and  see  what  we  can  get  back  to  you. 

paratransit  issues 

Mr.  Carr.  You  might  try  to  figure  out  some  dimensions  within 
that  number.  There  might  be  certain  pieces  of  that  that  are  going 
up  maybe  due  to  construction  costs  going  up  or  something  like 
that.  Some  of  it  might  even  be  coming  down  because  of  technology 
that  is  coming  on  line  that  we  didn't  have  before.  I  think  in  the 
pursuit  of  knowledge  we  want  that. 

An  item  about  paratransit.  There  is  some  interest  in  the  mass 
transit  properties  in  America  more  effectively  utilizing  paratransit 
capacity  through  better  scheduling.  I  know  of  one  in  my  own  area 
of  southeast  Michigan.  They  are  attempting,  basically,  to  do  a  com- 
puter reservation  system  so  that  it  is  a  public-private,  paratransit- 
transit  partnership  to  move  people  in  general,  whatever  their 
needs  are,  and  to  try  to  put  these  things  together.  Because  it  is 
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clear  that  in  certain  parts  of  the  day  transit  has  excess  capacity, 
and  the  more  effective  use  of  this  capacity  is  something  that  we 
can  do  to  bring  down  the  cost  to  all  the  people  who  use  transit. 

I  want  to  ask  if  you  are  aware  of  some  studies  that  have  been 
done  at  the  University  of  Michigan  Transportation  Research  Insti- 
tute with  respect  to  how  paratransit  operators  are  loading  wheel- 
chairs. I  happened  to  be  out  there  when  they  had  a  sled  test  on  a 
crash  dummy  seated  sideways  in  a  wheelchair.  And  it  was  quite 
clear  from  the  results  of  that  sled  test  that  side  loading  on  wheel- 
chairs would  not  withstand  35-mile-an-hour  crash  barrier  tests. 
Whereas,  if  the  chair  is  placed  in  a  forward-looking  position,  it  has 
a  better  chance. 

Wheelchairs  today  are  not  crashworthy.  I  might  say  it  perhaps  is 
unimportant  that  every  wheelchair  in  America  be  able  to  take  a 
35-mile-an-hour  barrier  test.  That  is  not  the  point.  But  those  people 
who  use  paratransit,  it  appears,  need  to  purchase  wheelchairs  that 
are  crashworthy,  and  they  have  to  be  loaded  in  a  crashworthy 
manner.  I  am  told  by  the  University  of  Michigan  Transportation 
Research  Institute  that  is  not  happening  because  the  paratransit 
companies  seeking  to  put  more  wheelchairs  in  and  get  productivity 
gains  for  their  own  bottom  line  are  loading  three  abreast  sideways 
instead  of  two  in  line.  Have  you  looked  into  this  problem? 

Ms.  Parker.  Mr.  Capozzi  has. 

Mr.  Capozzi.  I  take  it  you  are  referring  to  Dr.  Schneider's  work 
at  the  University  of  Michigan.  Larry  Schneider  is  the  person  who 
is  really  one  of  the  leading  experts  on  the  issue  in  the  country.  He 
has  done  a  number  of  sled  tests.  I  saw  the  video  you  were  talking 
about.  It  wasn't  a  pretty  picture. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  had  a  "Vote  for  Bob  Carr"  button  stuck  on  the 
dummy.  I  don't  know  whether  they  were  telling  me  something. 

Mr.  Capozzi.  That  is  why  our  guidelines  require  that  in  transit 
vehicles,  when  they  secure  people  with  disabilities  in  transit  vehi- 
cles, they  only  secure  in  a  forward-facing  position  or  in  some  cases 
in  a  rearward-facing  position  with  barriers.  We  don't  allow  side- 
facing  securement. 

Unfortunately,  some  people  still  do  that.  And,  in  fact,  the  Feder- 
al Transit  Administration  has  asked  for  some  money  to  be  set  aside 
to  do  a  study  of  the  ability  to  secure  people  in  a  side-facing  position 
because  of  the  issue  that  you  raised  about  having  enough  space  on 
the  vehicle.  They  are  trying  to  jam  more  people  in  than  really  is 
safe,  and  so  there  is,  unfortunately,  some  more  research  that  is 
being  done  to  try  to  get  back  to  side-facing  orientation. 

There  was  a  project  that  was  done,  which  was  funded  actually  by 
this  committee,  at  the  University  of  Oregon,  Oregon  State  Univer- 
sity, on  a  securement  system  for  a  variety  of  mobility  devices  be- 
cause securing  a  wheelchair  like  mine  is  a  fairly  easy  job.  Securing 
a  wheelchair  like  Miss  Roy-Johnson's  is  more  difficult. 

So  there  was  a  project  done  at  Oregon  State  University  to  devel- 
op a  universal  securement  system  which  has  turned  out  very  suc- 
cessfully. It  has  been  done  under  the  auspices  of  Project  Action, 
which  Mr.  Durbin  was  one  of  the  principal  leaders  in  getting 
funded,  and  this  has  been  a  very  successful  project.  And  the  device 
literally  does  not  allow  a  mobility  device  to  move  at  all  on  a  transit 
vehicle.  So  there  is  some  promise  in  the  future  for  this  as  well. 
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QUIET  AREAS  IN  RESTAURANTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Good.  Part  of  the  research  program  you  have  under- 
way about  is  quiet  areas  in  restaurants.  Do  you  want  to  talk  about 
that  some  more? 

Ms.  Parker.  The  quiet  area  in  restaurants  is  for  the  hearing  im- 
paired. It  is  very  difficult  for  people  in  restaurants  who  are  hearing 
impaired  to  be  able  to  hear  because  of  the  loud  outside  noises.  And 
so  we  are  doing  a  research  project  which  we  initiated  back  in  1992 
to  see  if  there  is  some  way  to  accommodate  people  who  are  hearing 
impaired  to  see  if  there  is  a  special  section  that  could  be  created 
for  those  people  who  are  hearing  impaired. 

And,  really,  I  think  this  could  cover  a  lot  more  people  than  we 
think  because  it  is  very  difficult  when  you  go  into  a  restaurant 
that  is  very,  very  noisy  to  be  able  to  hear  the  people  at  your  own 
table,  and  we  feel  that  that  is  important.  And  it  has  been  impor- 
tant in  our  comments  from  the  hearing  impaired  people  in  the 
country.  We  don't  know  yet  whether  that  can  be  done,  but  we  are 
looking  into  the  possibility  of  it.  Do  you  have  any  further  informa- 
tion on  that? 

Mr.  Capozzi.  No.  That  is  accurate.  The  project  is  about  halfway 
completed  right  now.  We  fund  our  projects  starting  in  October,  and 
they  run  for  a  year,  so  that  project  is  about  halfway  through  right 
now,  and  we  would  be  happy  to  share  any  of  the  interim  reports 
that  we  have  on  that  project  with  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  how  big  a  problem  is  this? 

Mr.  Capozzi.  It  is  a  problem  for  people  with  hearing  impair- 
ments. It  is  a  significant  problem  that  they  have  because  it  is  very 
difficult,  as  Kathy  said,  to  carry  on  a  conversation  over  dinner  if 
you  are  having  clanking  glasses  and  service  people  making  loud 
noises.  You  literally  cannot  carry  on  a  conversation  if  you  have 
some  hearing  but  not  enough  to  carry  on  a  normal  conversation. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  must  say  I  am  very  friendly  to  the  work  of  the 
Board,  and  I  think  what  you  do  is  very  important.  But  on  this  par- 
ticular issue  I  think  you  are  really  on  the  edge.  I  am  told  that 
there  are  certain  devices  that  can  improve  that  situation.  Those 
people  that  have  that  particular  problem  can  help  themselves  with 
a  particular  device.  The  idea  that  you  are  going  to  make  every  res- 
taurant in  the  United  States  have  a  quiet  room  seems  to  me  right- 
fully to  strike  terror  in  the  heart  of  every  restaurant  owner. 

Now,  I  don't  know  what  my  hearing  condition  is.  I  haven't  had  it 
checked  lately.  And  I  know  that  there  are  restaurants  that  I  can  go 
to  if  I  want  to  talk  to  the  person  I  am  with.  If  I  go  to  dinner  with 
people  I  don't  want  to  talk  to,  then  I  would  just  as  soon  go  to  a 
noisy  restaurant.  "What?  What  did  you  say?"  But  I  can  make  a  se- 
lection of  a  restaurant  based  on  what  I  seek  to  get  from  that  dining 
experience.  I  mean,  sometimes  there  is  a  rather  frivolous,  noisy 
ambiance  that  you  don't  mind  because  that  is  part  of  the  fun  of  the 
whole  overall  experience,  and  that  is  part  of  the  atmosphere. 

If  I  want  to  hear  somebody  I  am  with  or  if  that  is  a  problem,  I 
will  avoid  particularly  restaurants.  I  have  told  some  restaurant 
managers  in  town  that  they  have  great  food,  great  ambiance.  I 
would  love  to  be  there  if  I  am  there  with  my  family,  and  it  is  an  off 
night,  I  will  go.  But  the  environment  of  some  restaurants  I  would 
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just  avoid.  I  don't  regard  myself  as  hearing  impaired,  and  maybe  I 
have  an  impairment  that  I  am  not  aware  of,  but  why  do  we  have  to 
have  quiet  rooms  everywhere? 

Mr.  Capozzi.  I  wouldn't  want  to  prejudge  the  project,  but  not  all 
of  our  research  projects  lead  to  requirements  in  our  guidelines. 
They  can  lead  to  technical  assistance  so  we  can  provide  good  tech- 
nical assistance  to  designers  and  builders  of  restaurants  so  that 
they  can,  if  they  choose,  design  the  restaurant  to  be  more  accom- 
modating to  people  with  hearing  impairments.  Oftentimes,  our  re- 
search projects  don't  result  in  guidelines,  but  they  will  result  in 
better  technical  assistance  that  we  can  provide. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  pursuing  some  of  the  technology  that  is  in  the 
nature  of  self-help?  In  the  whole  area  of  audiology — and  I  am 
really  quite  aware  of  how  good  this  area  is  by  virtue  of  a  briefing  I 
had  from,  among  others,  the  FBI — the  ability  to  cancel  noise  that 
you  don't  want  is  a  technology  that  is  with  us  here  and  now.  At 
which  point,  if  the  information  is  made  available  not  to  restaurant 
owners  but  to  people  who  want  to  solve  that  problem,  indeed,  there 
is — I  can't  give  a  commercial  plug  here  at  a  hearing,  but  I  have 
listened  to  the  TV  ads  of  a  company  that  already  makes  a  claim 
that  they  can  help  you  in  this  regard  if  you  buy  their  product. 

Ms.  Parker.  We  aren't  anticipating  having  quiet  rooms  at  res- 
taurants, so  I  want  to  alleviate  your  concerns  about  that.  I  think 
what  we  are  looking  at  if  you  read  in  the  appendix  of  our  rules,  we 
have  areas  where  we  say  that  if  you  can,  you  can  go  further  with 
this  technology.  There  may  be  something  that  can  be  better  for 
acoustics  that  would  really  help  everyone,  so  we  really  are  not 
leading  toward  quiet  rooms  in  each  restaurant.  I  want  to  assure 
you  of  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  a  good  answer.  But  I  have  to  say — and  help  us 
out  on  this  because  we  want  to  help  you  out.  You  do  important 
work.  A  lot  of  times  it  is  how  things  are  explained  or  presented, 
not  what  you  actually  do.  This  is  in  your  budget  justification,  and  I 
am  just  reading  through  it.  It  says  research,  and  it  says  quiet  areas 
in  restaurants. 

Now,  the  news  media  and  others  the  people  who  aren't  here  to 
listen  to  our  dialogue  today  are  going  to  go:  What  is  going  on  down 
there?  And  it  is  quite  easy  to  ridicule  something  that  may  be  well- 
intended  and  harmless.  We  get  it  all  the  time. 

And  then  this  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  an  uninformed  or  a  misin- 
formed Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  will  stand  up  on 
the  House  Floor  and  wave  on  C-SPAN  saying,  look  at  what  this 
Ck)mmittee  is  doing.  They  are  financing  research  into  quiet  rooms 
in  restaurants. 

We  plead  with  you  that  what  you  write  might  be  good  enough  for 
your  own  internal  communication  purposes,  but  when  that  gets  to 
the  outside  what  others  can  do  with  it  can  string  you  up. 

Ms.  Parker.  I  appreciate  that.  That  is  very  important  because  so 
many  times  when  you  work  so  closely  with  something,  a  project, 
you  really  don't  see  what  the  outside  people  are  thinking,  and 
thank  you  for  that.  We  will  make  sure  that  we  make  things  a  lot 
clearer. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  have  to  help  us  out.  Otherwise  we  can't  help  you. 
If  you  write  things  that  look  like  they  are  pointed  down  the  road  of 
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ridiculousness,  we  could  all  have  problem.  Then,  of  course,  the  Na- 
tional Restaurant  Association  will  see  something  like  this,  and  that 
will  be  their  excuse  to  generate  tons  of  mail  to  Members  of  Con- 
gress. And  what  do  they  do?  They  turn  around  and  ask  someone 
like  me — and  that  is  mail  that  I  don't  need  to  answer.  Then  I  get 
real  annoyed  about  the  whole  thing.  It  could  be  put  in  proper  per- 
spective very  early  on  that  people  have  certain  levels  of  impair- 
ments, and  you  are  doing  research  into  it.  Let's  let  it  go  at  that. 
Ms,  Parker.  Thank  you  for  that. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  a  number  of  questions  that  we  will  ask  for 
the  record.  But  in  the  interest  of  time — and  we  have  some  people 
who  have  another  subject  they  were  told  we  would  get  to  at  11:00, 
and  we  are  already  past  that.  So  with  that  we  want  to  thank  you 
for  your  presence  and  your  attention  to  the  Committee.  We  look 
forward  to  working  with  you.  We  will  excuse  you  at  this  point,  and 
we  will  go  on  to  our  next  subject. 

Ms.  Parker.  Thank  you  very  much. 

For  the  record,  I  want  to  introduce  Mr.  Jack  Powell.  He  is  one  of 
our  newer  members  and  Chairman  of  the  Budget  and  Planning 
Committee.  Thank  you  very  much. 

ADA  compliance 

Mr.  Carr.  Madam  Chairman,  last  year  your  predecessor  said 
there  had  not  been  sufficient  experience  under  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  yet  to  assess  compliance  measures.  After  another 
year,  what  can  you  tell  us? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Architectural,  transportation  and  communication  barriers  are  major  forms  of  dis- 
crimination experienced  by  individuals  with  disabilities.  The  Americans  with  Dis- 
abilities Act  (ADA)  requires  that,  among  other  things,  newly  constructed  and  al- 
tered buildings  and  facilities,  as  well  as  transportation  vehicles,  be  readily  accessible 
to  and  usable  by  individuals  with  disabilities.  The  Board  is  responsible  for  develop- 
ing accessibility  guidelines  for  newly  constructed  and  altered  buildings  and  facili- 
ties, and  transportation  vehicles,  under  the  ADA.  The  Board's  ADA  Accessibility 
Guidelines  (ADAAG)  have  been  adopted  as  accessibility  standards  by  the  Depart- 
ments of  Justice  and  Transportation  which  are  responsible  for  enforcing  certain 
titles  of  the  ADA.  To  encourage  voluntary  compliance  with  the  ADA,  Congress  has 
required  the  Board  and  other  Federal  agencies,  coordinated  by  the  Department  of 
Justice,  to  provide  on-going  technical  assistance  to  persons  with  rights  and  responsi- 
bilities under  the  law. 

The  Board  is  responsible  for  providing  technical  assistance  for  complying  with 
ADAAG.  We  have  experienced  a  very  large  demand  for  technical  assistance.  During 
fiscal  year  1992  and  the  first  five  months  of  this  fiscal  year,  we  have  responded  to 
over  25,500  telephone  requests  for  technical  assistance.  We  have  distributed  about 
40,000  copies  of  ADAAG  and  sent  out  over  11,500  information  packages  on  the  ADA. 
As  an  example  of  the  demand  for  our  technical  assistance  manuals,  the  Building 
Owners  and  Managers  Association  (BOMA)  recently  purchased  2000  copies  of  our 
ADAAG  Checklist,  a  manual  for  surveying  a  building's  compliance  with  ADAAG. 
Within  24  hours  after  BOMA  faxed  an  announcement  advertising  the  ADAAG 
Checklist  to  its  members,  it  received  over  4,000  orders  for  the  manual.  We  also  re- 
ceived many  requests  for  ADAAG  training. 

Based  on  this  experience,  we  believe  that  there  is  a  very  high  degree  of  willing- 
ness to  voluntarily  comply  with  ADAAG.  It  is  extremely  important  that  the  Board 
continue  its  technical  assistance  program  at  the  minimum  fiscal  year  1993  levels  in 
order  to  maintain  the  level  of  voluntary  compliance  with  ADAAG. 
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COST  TO  COMPLY  WITH  THE  ADA 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  we  were  told  the  best  estimate  of  the  cost  to 
comply  with  the  ADA  was  approximately  $900  million.  Is  that  still 
the  best  estimate? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $900  million  figure  referred  to  at  least  year's  hearing  was  an  estimate  by  the 
American  Public  Transit  Association  for  providing  paratransit  services.  Each  feder- 
al agency  that  issued  implementing  regulations  for  the  ADA  prepared  a  regulatory 
impact  analysis  which  included  cost  estimates  for  complying  with  the  regulations. 
The  Board's  regulatory  impact  analysis  for  ADAAG  estimated  that  the  additional 
cost  for  making  new  buildings  accessible  was  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  con- 
struction costs.  For  vehicles,  the  additional  cost  per  vehicle  ranged  from  0.5  percent 
for  light  rail  and  intercity  railcars  to  4.5  percent  for  large  buses.  We  have  not  seen 
anything  in  the  last  fiscal  year  that  would  cause  us  to  revise  these  estimates. 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  FACILITIES  GUIDELINES 

Mr.  Carr.  Madam  Chairman,  of  course  rulemaking  is  one  of  the 
access  Board's  major  functions.  This  year  has  been  an  active  one 
for  the  Board's  rulemakers.  In  December,  the  Board  issued  a  pro- 
posed rulemaking  for  state  and  local  government  facilities.  All 
comments  were  to  be  received  by  March  22.  What  is  the  latest  on 
this  proposal?  Has  the  staff  of  the  Board  been  able  to  perform  even 
a  perfunctory  analysis  yet  of  the  comments  submitted? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  has  received  over  600  comments  totaling  more  than  6,000  pages  on  the 
proposed  accessibility  guidelines  for  State  and  local  government  facilities.  Since  the 
comment  period  closed  on  March  22,  1993,  the  Board's  staff  have  been  organizing 
and  analyzing  the  comments  section-by-section.  The  Board  established  a  Rulemak- 
ing Work  Group  to  review  the  staff  analysis  of  the  comments  and  recommend  final 
guidelines  to  the  full  Board.  The  Rulemaking  Work  Group  will  review  the  staff 
analysis  of  the  comments  at  the  Board's  regular  meetings  in  May  and  July  1993  and 
should  recommend  final  guidelines  to  the  full  Board  in  September  1993.  The  final 
guidelines  will  include  a  preamble  that  summarizes  the  significant  comments  re- 
ceived on  the  proposed  guidelines  and  the  Board's  response  to  the  comments. 

Mr.  Carr.  Briefly  explain  the  thrust  of  this  proposed  rule  and 
how  it  differs  from  earlier  regulations  of  the  Board. 
[The  information  follows:] 

ADAAG  contains  three  different  types  of  sections:  (1)  scoping  provisions:  (2)  tech- 
nical specifications;  and  (3)  special  application  sections.  The  scoping  provisions  (sec- 
tion 4.1.1  through  4.1.7)  specify  which  elements  and  spaces  of  a  building  must  be 
accessible  (e.g.,  entrances,  doors,  toilet  rooms).  If  a  building  has  more  than  one  of 
each  type  of  element  or  space  (e.g.,  parking  spaces,  telephones,  drinking  fountains), 
the  scoping  provisions  also  state  how  many  must  be  accessible.  The  technical  specifi- 
cations (sections  4.2  through  4.34)  describe  how  to  design  the  elements  or  spaces  cov- 
ered by  the  scoping  provisions  so  that  they  are  readily  accessible  to  and  usable  by 
individual  with  disabilities.  The  special  application  section  contain  additional  scop- 
ing provisions  and  technical  specifications  for  certain  building  types  or  use.  ADAAG 
initially  included  six  special  application  sections  for  restaurants  and  cafeterias  (sec- 
tion 5);  medical  care  facilities  (section  6);  mercantile  establishments  (section  7);  li- 
braries (section  8);  hotels,  motels  and  transient  lodging  (section  9);  and  transporta- 
tion facilities  (section  10). 

The  proposed  accessibility  guidelines  for  State  and  local  government  facilities 
would  add  four  new  special  application  sections  to  ADAAG  for  the  following  types  of 
buildings:  judicial,  legislative  and  regulatory  facilities  (section  11);  detention  and 
correctional  facilities  (section  12);  publicly  owned  or  operated  residential  housing 
(section  13);  and  public  rights-of-way  (section  14).  State  and  local  government  facili- 
ties would  also  have  to  comply  with  the  other  scoping  provisions,  technical  specifica- 
tions, and  special  application  sections  in  ADAAG  unlesss  modified  by  one  of  the 
above  section.  For  example,  if  a  State  builds  a  new  courthouse,  the  building  would 
have  to  comply  with  the  scoping  provisions  and  technical  specifications  for  parking. 
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toilet  rooms,  and  the  other  elements  and  spaces  common  to  all  buildings.  If  the 
courthouse  contains  a  cafeteria  or  library,  those  spaces  would  also  have  to  comply 
with  special  application  sections  5  and  8.  In  addition,  the  courthouse  would  have  to 
comply  with  section  11  for  judicial  facilities. 

RECREATION  ACCESS  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

Mr,  Carr.  This  February  the  Board  issued  a  notice  of  intent  to 
form  an  advisory  committee  related  to  access  to  recreational  facili- 
ties and  outdoor  developed  areas.  No  one  disagrees  with  the  right 
of  the  disabled  to  lead  as  full  a  life  as  possible.  Does  there  come  a 
point,  however,  at  which  either  the  costs  become  so  prohibitive  or 
making  certain  areas  or  facilities  accessible  changes  their  entire 
complexion? 

According  to  your  notice,  the  guidelines  you  intend  to  develop 
will  apply  to  outdoor  parks  and  trails,  in  addition  to  beaches  and 
golf  courses,  among  others.  Is  there  really  a  practical  way  to  make 
a  mountain  trail  used  by  hikers  and  people  on  horseback  accessible 
to  someone  in  a  wheelchair? 

[The  information  follows:]  • 

Congress  directed  the  Board  to  develop  accessibility  guides  for  recreational  facili- 
ties and  outdoor  developed  areas.  Throughout  the  development  of  ADAAG,  there 
has  been  significant  interest  in  recreational  facilities  and  outdoor  developed  area. 
The  Board  has  reached  no  conclusions  in  the  area  and  will  rely  heavily  upon  the 
work  of  its  proposed  Recreation  Access  Advisory  C!ommittee  to  rpcommend  design 
guidelines.  The  Advisory  Committee  will  represent  a  diverse  group  of  manufactur- 
ers; designers;  owners;  operators;  federal,  state  and  local  government  officials;  and 
individuals  with  disabilities  and  their  organizations.  Advisory  Committee  members 
will  provide  the  Board  with  expertise  and  knowledge  in  areas  such  as  amusement 
parks;  outdoor  parks  and  trails;  playgrounds;  and  golf,  ski,  marine  and  other  sports 
facilities. 

Several  government  agencies  such  as  the  Department  of  Interior  and  U.S.  Forest 
Service,  and  various  independent  groups  such  as  the  American  Society  of  Testing 
and  Material,  have  developed  voluntary  guidelines  for  application  to  recreation  fa- 
cilities and  outdoor  developed  areas.  These  groups  have  proposed  design  guidelines 
that  promote  access  for  individuals  with  disabilities  while  at  the  same  time  preserv- 
ing the  nature  of  the  experience.  Obviously,  not  all  trails  should  be  made  accessible. 
However,  surface  materials  can  be  used  in  some  areas  to  improve  access.  Further- 
more, advance  information  on  the  level  of  difficulty  of  a  given  trail  could  be  provid- 
ed. Other  examples  are  modifications  in  fishing  pier  design  that  provide  safe  access 
for  individuals  with  disabilities.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  Advisory  Committee  will 
examine  many  of  the  existing  voluntary  design  guidelines  in  this  area  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  Board. 

When  the  proposed  Advisory  Committee  completes  its  work,  the  Board  will  devel- 
op a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (NPRM).  A  Preliminary  Regulatory  Impact 
Analysis  (PRIA)  will  also  be  completed  providing  a  cost  benefit  analysis  of  the  pro- 
posed rule,  and  a  discussion  of  regulatory  alternatives  considered.  The  Board  will 
encourage  public  comment  of  the  NPRM  and  PRIA,  as  well  as  the  submission  of  any 
data  that  would  assist  the  Board  in  estimating  the  costs  and  benefits  of  the  proposed 
rule.  The  Board  will  consider  the  public  comment  and  cost  data  in  developing  the 
final  rule.  This  process  will  enable  the  Board  to  further  consider  the  social  and 
fiscal  impacts,  and  make  decisions  that  will  allow  for  a  fair  and  equitable  rule  in 
the  area  of  recreational  facilities  and  outdoor  developed  areas. 

AUTOMATED  TELLER  MACHINES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  latest  development  concerning  reach 
ranges  and  depths  for  Automated  Teller  Machines?  Your  justifica- 
tion indicates  that  a  final  rule  was  to  be  issued  last  month. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  proposed  to  amend  the  ADAAG  reach  range  requirement  for  automat- 
ed teller  machines  (ATMs)  is  September  1992  in  response  to  a  petition  for  rulemak- 
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ing  from  the  American  Bankers  Association  and  two  ATM  manufacturers.  The  pro- 
posed rule  included  a  table  of  reach  depths  and  reach  heights  for  controls  where  the 
controls  are  recessed  more  than  10  inches  and  are  accessed  from  a  parallel  ap- 
proach. The  comment  period  on  the  proposed  amendment  closed  in  October  1992, 
£ind  the  Board  approved  the  final  rule  in  November  1992. 

At  the  same  time  that  the  Board  was  amending  the  reach  range  requirement  for 
ATMs,  the  Department  of  Transportation  proposed  several  amendments  to  its  ADA 
regulations,  including  incorporating  the  Board's  amended  reach  range  requirement 
since  the  same  provision  applies  to  fare-vending  equipment  in  transportation  facili- 
ties. The  comment  period  on  the  Department  of  Transportation  s  amendments 
closed  in  February  1993.  The  Board  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  have  de- 
cided to  issue  a  joint  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  announcing  both  agencies's  final 
amendments  to  the  reach  range  requirement  for  ATMs  and  far-vending  equipment. 
A  joint  notice  was  prepared  in  March  1993  and  forwarded  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation. As  soon  as  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  approved  the  joint  notice,  it 
will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

OVER-THE-ROAD  BUS  ACCESS 

Mr.  Carr.  Bring  the  Committee  up  to  date  on  the  issue  of  over- 
the-road  buses.  What  was  the  gist  of  your  comments  on  the  study 
prepared  by  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment  of  the  feasibiUty 
and  cost  of  making  over-the-road  buses  accessible? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  has  reviewed  the  draft  report  on  "Over-the-Road  Bus  Access  for  Indi- 
viduals with  Disabilities"  prepared  by  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment  (OTA), 
and  finds  it  to  be  consistent  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  ADA.  The  Board's  com- 
ments on  the  report  center  primarily  on  the  use  of  certain  terms  in  the  report  and 
are  intended  to  further  reduce  any  confusion  over  the  statutory  requirements  of  the 
ADA.  For  example,  the  report  uses  the  term  "refurbish"  interchangeably  with  "re- 
manufacture"  in  explaining  some  of  the  statutory  requirements  for  access.  However, 
in  the  transit  industry,  the  term  "remanufacture"  pertains  to  modifications  that  are 
more  structural  and  substantive  in  nature  than  the  tj^je  of  modifications  regarded 
as  "refurbishment."  Requirements  for  mobility  aid  accessibility,  such  as  the  installa- 
tion of  lifts,  are  based  on  the  structural  changes  of  "remanufacture,"  which  by  their 
nature  present  more  of  an  opportunity  to  provide  such  access,  than  do  the  more  lim- 
ited kind  of  modifications  associated  with  the  term  "refurbishment."  Additionally, 
the  report  discusses  access  to  buses  at  stations  in  terms  of  "key  stations."  However, 
this  term,  as  used  in  both  the  statute  and  the  regulations,  applies  only  to  certain 
rail  systems.  There  is  no  analogous  concept  with  respect  to  buses. 

The  final  OTA  report,  which  is  to  incorporate  the  Board's  comments,  is  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  Congress  and  the  President  by  July  26,  1993.  The  report  and  its  findings 
will  be  valuable  to  the  Board  in  developing  accessibility  guidelines  for  over-the-road 
buses  which  form  the  basis  for  standards  to  be  issued  by  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation by  July  26,  1994. 

HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  statement  also  indicates  that  the  Board  has  com- 
pleted nine  ADA  vehicle  guidelines,  including  one  on  high  speed 
rail.  How  are  you  defining  high  speed  rail?  Basically,  the  only  high 
speed  rail  system  we  have  currently  operating  in  the  country  is 
Amtrak  along  the  Northeast  corridor. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  uses  the  definition  of  "high  speed  rail"  found  in  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  ADA  regulation: 

"a  rail  service  having  the  characteristics  of  intercity  rail  service  which  operates 
primarily  on  a  dedicated  guideway  or  track  not  used,  for  the  most  part,  by  freight, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  trains  on  welded  rail,  magnetically  levitated  (maglev) 
vehicles  on  a  special  guideway,  or  other  advanced  technology  vehicles,  designed  to 
travel  at  speeds  in  excess  of  those  possible  on  other  types  of  railroads."  49  CFR 
§37.3 

"Speed  in  excess  of  those  possible  on  other  types  of  railroads"  translates  to  a  rate 
of  speed  greater  than  150  mph.  The  characteristics  of  high  speed  rail  systems  are 
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similar  in  many  ways  to  intercity  rail  systems  (Amtrak),  but  high  speed  systems  are 
designed  to  operate  at  grater  speeds,  usually  on  track  that  is  not  shared  by  freight 
lines.  There  are  no  systems  currently  operating  in  the  United  States  that  meet  this 
definition.  Although  the  Swedish  X-2000  and  the  German  ICE,  which  Amtrak  is 
testing  along  its  Northeast  corridor,  have  more  of  the  characteristics  of  high  speed 
rail  than  do  other  Amtrak  vehicles,  those  trains  do  not  fully  met  the  regulatory  def- 
inition because  they  run  completely  on  existing  intercity  rail  lines  that  effectively 
limit  their  operating  speeds.  Additionally,  they  may  not  be  able  to  achieve  level 
boarding  as  required  by  systems  operating  on  dedicated  guideways. 

VEHICLE  GUIDEUNE  MANUALS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  also  indicated  that  you  did  four  vehicle  guideline 
manuals  for  other  types  of  rail,  as  follows:  Rapid  rail,  light  rail, 
commuter  rail  and  intercity  rail.  Why  do  you  need  separate  guide- 
line manuals  for  each  type  of  rail? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  has  developed  technical  assistance  manuals  to  clarify  and  interpret 
ADAAG  requirements  for  these  rail  systems.  The  Board  decided  to  issue  the  manu- 
als by  different  types  of  rail  since  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  intended  audience 
(transit  operators,  vehicle  manufacturers  and  specifiers,  system  designers)  would  be 
concerned  about  the  requirements  for  all  types  of  rail  systems.  For  example,  most 
transit  operators  across  the  country  have  no  need  to  understand  the  ADAAG  re- 
quirements for  intercity  rail,  which  applies  only  to  Amtrak.  similarly,  the  Washing- 
ton Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Authority  (WMATA)  would  be  particularly  con- 
cerned about  the  ADAAG  requirements  for  rapid  rail  systems,  which  cover  systems 
like  the  Metro.  Thus,  the  Board  can  more  effectively  and  economically  provide  tech- 
nical assistance  to  targeted  audiences  by  using  manuals  for  different  types  of  rail. 

ADA  TRAINING  EXPENSES 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  noted  that  in  1992  the  Board  participated  in  62 
training  sessions  to  various  organizations  on  ADA  Advisory  Guide- 
lines. The  budget  documentation  material  indicates  that  you  are 
reimbursed  for  approximately  50  percent  of  the  training  sessions. 
How  much  did  the  reimbursement  amount  to  last  year  and  how 
much  so  far  this  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  received  a  total  of  $12,774.00  in  travel  expenses  reimbursed  by  the 
training  sponsors  in  fiscal  year  1992.  The  Board  incurred  a  total  of  $6,074.00  in 
travel  expenses  that  were  not  reimbursed.  So  far  in  fiscal  year  1993,  the  Access 
Board  has  participated  in  40  training  sessions.  We  have  received  a  total  of  $3,297.00 
in  travel  expenses  reimbursed  by  the  training  sponsors.  The  Board  incurred  a  total 
of  $5,054.00  in  travel  expenses  that  were  not  reimbursed. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  do  you  decide  who  pays  and  who  doesn't? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  deciding  "who  pays  and  who  doesn't,"  the  Board  considers  several  criteria.  If 
the  organization  sponsoring  the  training  is  not  reimbursing  other  presenters  or  is 
not  charging  a  registration  fee,  the  board  does  not  seek  payments.  If  a  trade  associa- 
tion or  legal  or  architectural  firm  is  sponsoring  a  conference  for  its  members  or  cli- 
ents, or  an  organization  is  paying  other  presenters  or  a  registration  fee  is  charged, 
the  Board  generally  seeks  payment,  at  standard  government  rates,  of  its  direct 
travel  expenses  incurred. 

Mr.  Carr.  For  the  record,  indicate  which  of  the  training  session 
participants  listed  on  pages  3  and  6  of  your  statement  paid  for  the 
training. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Of  the  organizations  listed  on  page  3  (fiscal  year  1992  training  activities)  of  the 
Board's  statement,  the  following  organizations  reimbursed  the  Board  for  our  train- 
ing expenses: 
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American  Institute  of  Architects 

American  Public  Transit  Association 

Ck)mmunity  Transportation  Association  of  America 

Eastern  Paralyzed  Veterans  Association 

International  Facility  Management  Association 

National  Conference  of  States  on  Building  Codes  and  Standards 

National  Easter  Seal  Society 

National  Park  Service 

Project  ACTION 

Southern  Building  Code  Congress  International 

University  of  Michigan 

Of  the  orgsinizations  listed  on  page  6  (fiscal  year  1993  training  activities)  of  the 
Board's  statement,  the  following  organizations  reimbursed  the  Board  for  our  train- 
ing expenses: 

ADA  Dallas  Conference 

American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers 

Los  Angeles  County  Transportation  Commission 

Management  Strategy  Seminar  for  Facility  Managers  of  Fortune  500  Companies 

Mayer,  Piatt  and  Brown 

Minnesota  Public  Transit  Association  Conference 

Parsons  De  Leuw,  Inc. 

Pennsylvania  Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation 

Trophy  Dealers  and  Manufacturers  Association 

RESEARCH  ON  QUIET  AREAS  IN  RESTAURANTS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  1992,  the  Board  contracted  for  research  on  quiet 
areas  in  restaurants.  According  to  your  statement,  "This  12-month 
project  will  develop  technical  assistance  materials  and  recommen- 
dations for  technical  provisions  for  environmental  characteristics 
of  quiet  areas  in  restaurants  and  cafeterias  for  persons  with  hear- 
ing impairments."  Exactly  what  is  your  goal  here? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  goal  is  to  provide  technical  assistance  materials  to  aid  professionals  such  as 
architects,  engineers  and  interior  designers  in  responding  to  the  needs  of  persons 
with  hearing  impairments  when  designing  restaurants  where  speech  communication 
is  integral  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  facility.  The  project  will  identify  design 
attributes  and  engineering  mechanics  that  contribute  to  or  exacerbate  ambient 
sounds  which  significantly  interfere  with  effective  speech  communication.  In  addi- 
tion, the  contractor  will  identify  area  characteristics  that  support  effective  speech 
communication.  Ultimately,  the  study  will  suggest  solutions  such  as  space  configu- 
ration, layout  and  building  materials  that  enhance  speech  communication  by  per- 
sons with  hearing  impairments.  It  is  anticipated  that  these  materials  will  also  be 
useful  in  the  design  of  facilities  other  than  restaurants. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  are  quiet,  romantic  restaurants  and  there  are 
loud,  noisy  restaurants  and  there  are  restaurants  in  between. 
Sometimes  the  noise  level  in  a  restaurant  is  part  of  its  atmosphere. 
People  can  choose  the  restaurant  they  wish  to.  Why  should  the  fed- 
eral government  tell  a  restaurateur  that  he  has  to  have  a  quiet 
room? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  does  not  intend  to  tell  restaurant  owners  that  they  must  have  a  quiet 
area.  Many  of  the  Board's  guidelines  are  written  to  apply  to  building  elements  only 
where  they  are  provided.  For  example,  ADAAG  does  not  require  a  facility  to  have 
parking.  ADAAG  only  requires  accessible  parking  if  parking  is  otherwise  provided 
for  the  public.  Similarly,  if  a  restaurant  owner  wants  to  provide  a  quiet  area,  the 
Board  would  like  to  be  able  to  provide  technical  assistance  materials  on  how  to  con- 
struct that  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  envision  that  guidelines  or  recommendations 
concerning  noise  in  restaurants  would  apply  to  hamburger  joints 
and  pizza  parlors? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  Board  recognizes  that,  by  their  very  nature,  certain  restaurant  types  do  not 
lend  themselves  to  verbal  interactions  between  patrons.  For  this  reason,  the  Board 
required  the  contractor  to  submit  a  list  of  restaurant  types  where  speech  communi- 
cation is  integrzd  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  dining  facility.  A  list  of  restau- 
rants was  developed  according  to  these  criteria.  Fast  food  restaurants,  pizza  parlors, 
sports  bars  and  other  inherently  noise  environments  are  not  included  in  the  scope  of 
the  study.  All  the  restaurants  included  in  the  study  have  voluntarily  agreed  to  par- 
ticipate. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  big  an  issue  is  this?  How  many  people  across  the 
country  suffer  from  hearing  impairments  in  restaurants?  Why  was 
this  issue  such  a  high  research  priority? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Congress  directed  the  Board  to  give  particular  attention  to  communication  access 
issues  when  developing  accessibility  guidelines  for  the  ADA.  During  the  initial 
ADAAG  rulemaking  in  1991,  about  a  hundred  commenters  who  identified  them- 
selves as  having  hearing  impairments  informed  the  Board  that  speech  communica- 
tion in  restaurants  is  a  major  problem  area.  The  Board  considered  these  comments 
significant,  especially  since  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  did  not  mention  the 
issue.  Self  Help  for  the  Hard  of  Hearing,  a  national  advocacy  organization  with  270 
chapters  around  the  country,  has  also  raised  quiet  areas  in  restaurants  as  a  major 
issue  before  the  Board.  The  Bureau  of  the  Census  estimates  that  7,213,000  Ameri- 
cans, or  approximately  4  percent  of  the  total  population  aged  15  and  older,  have 
difficulty  hearing  what  is  said  in  a  normal  conversation  with  another  person.  The 
National  Center  for  Health  Statistics  estimates  the  number  to  be  almost  twice  as 
high.  New  York  State  estimates  individuals  with  hearing  impairments  to  be  9  per- 
cent of  the  population.  The  Board  considered  all  this  information  when  it  decided  to 
conduct  research  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  the  value  of  the  research  contract  on  quiet 

areas  in  restaurants?  Who  performed  the  work? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  cost  for  the  research  contract  on  Quiet  Areas  in  Restaurants  is  $98,818.  The 
work  is  being  performed  by  Battelle  Laboratories  in  Columbus,  Ohio.  Battelle  is  an 
international  research  organization  with  major  operations  in  the  United  States  and 
Europe. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  do  you  expect  to  have  the  results  of  the  re- 
search? Have  you  had  any  interim  briefings  from  the  contractor 
which  indicate  preliminary  findings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  research  project  is  targeted  for  completion  by  September  30,  1993.  The 
Board's  staff  is  continuously  monitoring  the  contractor's  progress.  In  addition  to 
periodic  telephone  conversations  between  the  contractor  and  the  Board's  project  offi- 
cer, we  receive  monthly  progress  reports.  To  date,  we  have  also  received  interim 
project  deliverables  which  include  a  list  of  advisory  panel  members,  a  literature 
review  report,  and  recommendations  for  restaurant  and  cafeteria  types  to  be  includ- 
ed in  the  project. 

1994  RESEARCH  PLANS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  1994  research  program  includes  $400,000  for  two 
efforts:  (1)  space  and  reach  ratnge  requirements  for  persons  using 
power  wheelchairs  and  three-v^heeled  scooters  and  interior  circula- 
tion in  transportation  vehicles;,  and  (2)  public  information  for  per- 
sons with  cognitive  disabilities.  Tell  us  a  little  about  your  objectives 
with  this  research.  May  it  lead  to  possible  rulemaking? 

[The  information  follows:] 

During  the  initial  ADAAG  rulemaking,  the  Board  asked  questions  on  a  number  of 
issues.  The  comments  received  contributed  considerably  to  the  development  of  the 
guidelines.  However,  the  comments  also  revealed  several  aresis  where  existing  infor- 
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mation  was  insufficient  to  allow  the  Board  to  set  specific  requirements.  Consequent- 
ly, the  Board  compiled  a  list  of  31  areeis  in  need  of  further  study  before  new  or  addi- 
tional accessibility  guidelines  could  be  developed  which  was  published  in  the  Feder- 
al Register  in  May  1992.  The  following  two  projects  were  selected  in  response  to 
public  comment  on  the  May  1992  Federal  Register  notice.  Until  the  research  is  com- 
pleted, it  is  premature  to  predict  if  the  projects  will  result  in  future  rulemaking. 
However,  as  with  all  other  research  projects,  the  Board  expects  to  add  to  our  techni- 
cal assistance  inventory  in  these  areas. 

Clear  Floor  Space,  Maneuvering  Clearances,  and  Reach  Range  Requirements  for 
Individuals  Using  Power  Wheelchairs  and  Three- Wheeled  Scooters. 

Major  advances  in  medicsd  and  rehabilitative  technology  in  the  last  decade  have 
resulted  in  a  significant  increase  in  the  number  of  persons  using  power  mobility  de- 
vices. Not  only  are  people  today  living  longer,  but  people  are  also  surviving  acci- 
dents and  diseases  resulting  in  severe  disabilities.  In  addition,  many  more  individ- 
uals with  disabilities  are  taking  advantage  of  power  mobility  aides  to  increase  their 
range  of  activities,  partly  in  response  to  increased  accessibility  to  public  accommo- 
dations, transportation,  and  employment  opportunities.  As  a  result,  three-wheeled 
scooters  and  power  wheelchairs  are  one  of  the  fastest  growing  segments  of  the  mo- 
bility aid  market.  To  address  this  growing  segment  of  the  population  of  people  with 
mobility  impairments,  the  Board  will  sponsor  a  research  project  on  clear  floor  space, 
maneuvering  clearances  and  reach  range  requirements  for  individuals  using  power 
wheelchairs  and  three-wheeled  scooters.  The  project  will  also  study  whether  addi- 
tional specifications  for  interior  circulation  in  transportation  vehicles  are  needed, 
including  space  limitations  at  fare  boxes  in  buses  and  light  rail  vehicles  and  wheth- 
er fare  boxes  in  such  vehicles  could  be  made  smaller  or  placed  differently. 

Public  Information  for  Individuals  with  Cognitive  Disabilities. 

Numerous  commenters  on  the  May  1992  Federal  Register  research  notice  ex- 
pressed concern  regarding  the  lack  of  accessibility  provisions  for  individuals  with 
cognitive  disabilities.  The  Arc  (formerly  the  Association  for  Retarded  Citizens  of  the 
United  States)  pointed  out  that,  of  the  43  million  Americans  with  disabilities,  it  is 
estimated  that  25  percent,  or  about  11  million  individuals,  have  cognitive  disabilities 
such  as  mental  retardation,  traumatic  brain  injury,  learning  disabilities  or  Alzhei- 
mer's disease.  The  Arc  recommended  that  the  development  and  widespread  use  of  a 
system  of  pictograms,  for  example,  would  reduce  structural  communication  barriers 
and  greatly  enhance  access  for  individuals  with  cognitive  impairments.  The  Board 
will  sponsor  a  research  project  on  symbols,  signage,  and  information  that  would  ef- 
fectively convey  public  information  and  wayfinding  information  to  individuals  with 
cognitive  disabilities  in  buUdings,  transportation  facilities  and  outdoor  facilities. 

DETECTABLE  WARNINGS  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Carr.  You  have  already  done  some  work  in  the  area  of  de- 
tectable warnings.  How  does  this  research  relate  to  the  work  you 
have  previously  done? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  1985,  the  Board  conducted  a  research  project  on  detectable  tactile  surface  treat- 
ments. The  goals  of  the  project  were  threefold: 

(1)  To  identify  where  surface  treatments  should  be  located; 

(2)  To  ascertain  how  easily  surface  treatments  can  be  detected  or  recognized;  and 

(3)  To  determine  how  effective  these  treatments  are  in  aiding  orientation  and  mo- 
bility for  individuals  with  vision  impeurments. 

This  research  investigated  detectability  in  a  laboratory  setting  and  laid  the  foun- 
dation for  later  research.  Subsequent  studies  conducted  by  a  number  of  other  inves- 
tigators primarily  on  transit  platforms  tested  several  surface  patterns  having  the 
characteristics  identified  as  desirable  by  the  Board's  1985  research.  One  pattern  was 
subsequently  incorporated  into  ADAAG. 

The  detectable  warnings  research  project  to  be  conducted  in  fiscal  year  1993  will 
involve  postconstruction  evaluations  of  detectable  warnings  at  curb  ramps  and  on 
walkways  that  adjoin  a  vehicular  area  where  there  are  no  curbs.  Unlike  the  Board's 
1985  research,  this  project  will  evaluate  existing  installations  in  the  presence  of 
other  external  environmental  cues  (e.g.,  traffic,  other  pedestrians,  noise,  etc.)  to  de- 
termine whether  such  cues  eliminate  the  need  for  detectable  warnings. 
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SETTING  RESEARCH  PRIORITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  How  does  the  Board  decide  what  areas  to  study  each 
year?  For  instance,  why  was  research  on  quiet  areas  in  restaurants 
a  higher  priority  for  the  Board  than  public  information  for  persons 
with  cognitive  disabihties? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  selects  research  projects  for  each  fiscal  year  based  on  several  consider- 
ations, including:  (1)  public  comment  in  response  to  rulemaking;  (2)  need  for  techni- 
cal information  for  future  rulemaking;  and  (3)  technical  assistance  program  needs. 

During  the  initial  ADAAG  rulemaking  in  1991,  the  public  identified  31  areas  that 
are  in  need  of  further  study  before  new  or  additional  accessibility  guidelines  can  be 
developed.  In  May  1992,  the  Board  published  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  re- 
questing further  public  input  to  assist  the  Board  in  prioritizing  these  areas.  The 
Board's  research  priorities  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  are  largely  based  on  public 
response  to  the  Federal  Register  notice. 

The  Board  also  considers  the  need  for  technical  information  for  future  rulemak- 
ing when  selecting  research  projects.  For  example,  in  fiscal  year  1991  the  Board  con- 
tracted for  a  study  on  accessibility  standards  for  children  in  anticipation  of  develop- 
ing future  guidelines  in  this  area.  The  study  was  completed  in  fiscal  year  1992  and 
the  Board  published  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  in  February  1993  notifying  the 
public  about  the  availability  of  the  study  and  requesting  comments  on  several  criti- 
cal issues  related  to  the  rulemaking. 

In  addition,  the  Board  also  considers  its  technical  assistance  program  needs  when 
selecting  research  projects.  For  example,  the  Board  receives  many  requests  about 
where  to  purchase  various  accessibility  products  such  as  devices  for  fitting  on  door- 
knobs to  convert  them  to  lever  controls  which  do  not  require  twisting  or  turning. 
The  Board  has  previously  contracted  to  have  an  accessibility  products  file  developed 
to  meet  this  technical  assistance  need.  The  file  is  constantly  updated.  We  do  not  en- 
dorse specific  products  but  make  the  information  available  to  the  public. 

The  fiscal  year  1992  research  project  on  quiet  areas  in  restaurants  was  selected  in 
response  to  public  comments  received  on  the  initial  ADAAG  rulemaking  in  1991 
and  Congress'  direction  that  the  Board  give  particular  attention  to  communication 
access  issues.  The  fiscal  year  1993  research  project  on  public  information  for  individ- 
uals with  cognitive  impairments  was  not  originally  identified  by  the  public  as  an 
area  in  need  of  research  during  the  initial  ADAAG  rulemaking  in  1991,  but  was 
rather  identified  as  a  new  area  in  need  of  study  by  persons  who  commented  on  the 
May  1992  Federal  Register  notice  which  encouraged  the  public  to  identify  additional 
accessibility  issues.  Thus,  the  two  projects  were  not  in  direct  competition  for  fund- 
ing. 

RESEARCH  NEEDED  ON  ACCESSIBILITY  GUIDELINES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  last  year's  hearing  the  Board  indicated  it  would 
publish  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  seeking  comments  on  its 
five-year  plan  and  on  a  list  of  issues  identified  in  the  1991  rulemak- 
ing on  the  ADA  Accessibility  Guidelines  that  need  research.  Has 
the  Board  done  so?  What  was  the  thrust  of  the  comments?  Tell  us 
the  major  points  in  your  five-year  plan. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  May  1992,  the  Board  published  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  requesting  com- 
ment on  31  areas  identified  during  the  initial  ADAAG  rulemaking  as  in  need  of  fur- 
ther study  before  new  or  additional  accessibility  guidelines  could  be  developed.  The 
notice  also  requested  information  on  research  activities  which  are  being  planned  or 
sponsored  by  other  public  and  private  organizations  in  the  areas  identified,  as  well 
as  recommendations  for  prioritizing  the  areas  for  the  Board's  technical  assistance 
and  research  plan  for  fiscal  years  1993  through  1997.  Fifty-four  comments  were  re- 
ceived in  response  to  the  research  notice.  Commenters  identified  17  studies  and  re- 
ports relating  to  the  research  areas.  Commenters  also  suggested  several  areas  in 
need  of  research  that  were  not  identified  in  the  research  notice.  Based  on  the  com- 
ments, the  Board  identified  two  research  projects  for  fiscal  year  1993  (detectable 
warnings  and  ramp  slopes)  and  two  projecte  for  fiscal  year  1994  (clear  floor  space, 
maneuvering  clearances  and  reach  range  requirements  for  individuals  using  power 
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wheelchairs,  and  three-wheeled  scooters;  and  public  information  for  individuals  with 
cognitive  disabilities). 

Prior  to  passage  of  the  ADA,  the  Board  proposed  a  five-year  focus  issue  plan  to 
assist  in  selecting  technical  assistance  and  research  projects  aimed  at  improving  ar- 
chitectural, transportation,  and  communication  accessibility.  Few  commenters  ex- 
pressed interest  in  the  focus  issues.  In  light  of  its  increased  responsibilities  under 
the  ADA,  the  Board  has  decided  to  drop  the  focus  issues  and  will  devote  all  of  its 
research  funds  to  the  research  projects  relating  to  our  ADA  rulemaking. 

ANTIDEFICIENCY  ACT 

Mr.  Carr.  Chairman  Parker,  last  November  10  you  sent  a  letter 
to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  notifying  the  Congress  of  a  violation  of 
the  Antideficiency  Act.  According  to  your  letter,  the  violation  oc- 
curred in  early  December  1991.  It  consisted  of  an  overobligation  of 
$191,652.  You  stated:  "The  primary  reason  for  the  violation  w£is 
the  failure  to  timely  submit  to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  an  SF-132  Apportionment  and  Reapportionment  Schedule." 

Violations  of  the  Antideficiency  Act  are  serious  matters.  The 
penalties  can  include  jail  sentences  in  certain  instances.  Why 
didn't  the  financial  procedures  of  the  Board  preclude  this  viola- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board's  operations  in  fiscal  year  1992  commenced  under  a  Continuing  Resolu- 
tion (P.L.  102-109)  that  provided  the  Board  with  an  automatic  apportionment  of 
$332,100.  This  amount  was  sufficient  to  fund  the  Board's  activities  through  mid-No- 
vember 1991.  The  Board's  fiscal  year  1992  Appropriation  Act  (P.L.  102-143)  was 
passed  on  October  28,  1991.  The  reapportionment  request,  necessary  for  the  obliga- 
tion of  funds  for  the  remainder  of  fiscal  year  1992,  was  not  submitted  to  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  (0MB)  until  January  6,  1992,  after  the  end  of  the  first 
quarter  of  the  fiscal  year.  The  resulting  overobligation  was  spent  for  salaries  and 
normal  operating  expenses.  Our  investigation  revealed  a  misunderstanding,  on  the 
part  of  Board  staff,  of  roles  and  responsibilities  of  Board  staff  and  the  General  Serv- 
ices Administration  (GSA),  with  whom  the  Board  contracts  to  provide  administra- 
tive and  support  services  covering  budget,  accounting,  payroll,  and  personnel.  Board 
staff  has  since  met  with  GAS  to  review  the  budget  and  accounting  procedures  and 
ensure  that  their  respective  roles  and  responsibilities  are  completely  understood  and 
followed.  Furthermore,  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1993,  Board  staff  has  taken  the  re- 
sponsibility for  completing  and  submitting  apportionment  requests  directly  to  0MB. 
We  are  confident  that  such  an  incident  will  not  occur  again. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  actions  has  the  Board  taken  to  ensure  there  is 
not  a  reoccurrence  of  this  incident? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  indicated  above,  we  have  clarified  the  roles  and  responsibilities  for  Board  staff 
and  GSA  to  ensure  that  this  incident  does  not  recur.  Board  staff  has  reviewed  and 
revised  its  internal  controls  and  procedures  relating  to  its  budget  execution  func- 
tion, and  has  also  taken  the  responsibility  for  completing  and  submitting  apportion- 
ment requests  directly  to  OMB.  We  will  continue  to  coordinate  with  GSA  to  develop 
the  data  for  the  apportionment  request,  but  we  have  eliminated  the  chances  of  mis- 
communication  in  the  submission  process. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  action  has  been  taken  against  the  Board's  ad- 
ministrative officer  who  apparently  was  responsible  for  the  viola- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

From  our  investigation,  there  is  absolutely  no  indication  that  the  Board's  adminis- 
trative officer  knowingly  or  willfully  failed  to  file  the  apportionment  request.  When 
the  administrative  officer  found  out  the  apportionment  request  was  not  submitted 
to  OMB  in  a  timely  manner,  she  immediately  notified  the  Executive  Director,  and 
the  formal  reapportionment  request  was  submitted  to  OMB.  The  administrative  offi- 
cer has  been  instrumental  in  initiating  the  change  in  our  procedures  for  submitting 
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the  apportionment  request  directly  to  0MB.  The  Board  sees  no  reason  to  take  any 
action  against  the  employee;  nor  did  0MB  recommend  any  further  action  on  this 
matter. 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  the  violation  occurred  in  early  December,  1991, 
why  did  the  Board  not  report  the  incident  to  the  Congress  until  No- 
vember, 11  months  later? 

[The  information  follows:] 

After  the  violation  was  identified  by  0MB,  a  letter  detailing  the  violation  was  pre- 
pared and  forwarded  to  the  Chairman,  at  that  time  a  federal  member,  for  signature. 
The  Chairman  was  advised  by  the  legal  department  at  his  agency  (Housing  and 
Urban  Development)  not  to  sign  the  letter  because,  in  its  opinion,  a  violation  had 
not  occurred.  After  consultations  with  0MB,  the  current  Chairman  decided  it  was 
best  to  clear  the  record,  and  the  letter  was  signed  and  forwarded  to  Congress  and 
0MB. 

FEDERAL  BOARD  PARTICIPATION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Access  Board  totals  25  members,  13  from  the 
public  and  12  from  the  Federal  Government.  Due  to  the  change  in 
administrations,  how  many  of  the  federal  members'  positions  are 
currently  vacant? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Eleven  of  the  federal  member  positions  on  the  Board  are  currently  vacant.  The 
Vice  President  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  which  is  not  an  appointed  position,  is  cur- 
rently the  only  federal  member.  However,  all  federal  member  agencies  have  a 
career  civil  servant  who  serves  as  liaison  to  the  Board.  These  liaisons  attend  Board 
meetings  and  work  with  Board  staff  on  a  regular  basis.  They  do  an  effective  job  of 
representing  the  views  of  their  federal  agencies  in  Board  business. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  vacancy  rate  of  the  federal  members  in  any 
way  inhibited  the  Board  from  doing  its  work  this  year? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  has  planned  its  business  so  that  major  decisions  are  not  required  for 
the  first  part  of  this  year.  The  Board  approved  research  projects  for  fiscal  years  1993 
and  1994  at  its  November  1992  meeting.  The  proposed  accessibility  guidelines  for 
state  and  local  government  facilities  were  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  De- 
cember 1992.  The  public  comment  period  on  the  guidelines  ended  in  March  1992. 
The  rulemaking  work  group  will  review  the  staffs  analysis  of  the  comments  at  the 
Board  meetings  in  May  and  July  1993.  Liaisons  for  the  federal  agencies  will  partici- 
pate in  these  meetings.  The  rulemaking  work  group  is  expected  to  make  its  recom- 
mendations for  the  final  guidelines  to  the  full  Board  in  September  1993.  By  that 
time,  we  anticipate  having  some  new  federal  members.  Thus,  federal  member  vacan- 
cies have  not  inhibited  the  Board's  work  so  far  this  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  Page  232  of  last  year's  hearing  record  depicts  the  at- 
tendance rates  of  the  Board  members  for  fiscal  years  1989  through 
1991.  It  is  very  revealing  information.  The  worst  attendance  record 
of  the  public  members  was  65  percent.  Six  public  members  had 
records  of  90  percent  or  better.  In  contrast,  the  best  attendance 
record  of  any  federal  member  was  only  61  percent. 

The  General  Services  Administration  representative  appeared 
only  once  in  the  three  years.  The  same  is  true  for  the  representa- 
tive from  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  who  last  showed  up  at  a 
Board  meeting  in  October  1989.  The  Department  of  Labor  repre- 
sentative only  came  to  two  meetings,  while  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation official  made  it  to  three. 

I  might  note  that  at  the  September  1990  meeting,  there  were  11 
public  members  and  not  one  federal  member.  At  the  December 
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1990  meeting,  it  was  10  public  to  2  federal.  In  September  1991,  it 
was  8  public  and  3  federal. 

It  appears  that  something  is  seriously  out  of  balance  here.  How 
has  the  poor  attendance  of  the  federal  Board  members  affected  the 
actions  of  the  Board? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  past  attendance  record  of  federal  members  is  a  particu- 
larly good  indicator  of  their  commitment  to  the  Board.  Federal  members  are  usually 
Assistant  Secretaries  or  General  Counsels  of  their  agencies.  They  have  very  de- 
manding schedules  and  are  not  always  able  to  attend  Board  meetings.  Each  federal 
agency  that  is  represented  on  the  Board  has  assigned  a  liaison,  other  than  the  feder- 
al member,  to  the  Board  who  closely  follows  the  Board's  business.  The  liaisons  par- 
ticipate in  committee  and  working  group  meetings  and  do  an  effective  job  in  repre- 
senting their  agencies'  views.  On  occasion,  federal  members  caucus  and  develop 
their  positions  on  important  issues.  The  Board's  bylaws  also  allow  for  Board  mem- 
bers to  give  a  proxy  to  another  Board  member.  Thus,  federal  members  who  cannot 
attend  a  meeting  can  nonetheless  vote  on  Board  business  by  proxy. 

With  the  passage  of  the  ADA,  there  has  been  an  increased  commitment  on  the 
part  of  federal  members  to  the  Board's  work.  Several  of  the  federal  members  who 
were  appointees  under  the  Bueh  administration  had  major  leadership  roles  in  the 
development  of  the  ADAAG.  Mr.  John  Dunne,  past  Assistant  Attorney  General  for 
Civil  Rights,  played  a  leading  role.  Mr.  Gordon  Mansfield,  past  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  was  Chairman  of  the  Board, 
and  Chairman  of  the  Planning  and  Budget  Committee.  Mr.  Jeffrey  Shane,  past  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Transportation,  was  Chairman  of  the  Plan- 
ning and  Budget  Committee,  and  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Board.  These  three  Federal 
members  have  attended  numerous  rulemaking  work  group  meetings  to  develop  the 
details  of  the  guidelines.  Other  federal  members  from  the  Department  of  Defense, 
Health  and  Human  Services,  Labor,  Education,  and  Veterans  Affairs,  and  the  Gen- 
eral Service  Administration  and  U.S.  Postal  Service  have  attended  many  meetings 
and  significantly  participated  in  the  Board's  work. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it  possible  that  the  poor  attendance  of  the  federal 
members  has  resulted  in  the  Board's  actions  being  more  sympa- 
thetic to  the  disabled  population  than  might  otherwise  have  been 
the  case? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  indicated  above,  federal  members  have  been  actively  involved  in  the  ADAAG 
rulemaking.  Throughout  the  ADAAG  rulemaking,  the  Board  has  also  encouraged 
active  participation  by  all  interests  affected  by  ADAAG,  including  businesses,  archi- 
tects and  building  code  officials,  state  and  local  governments  and  individuals  with 
disabilities.  The  Board  has  distributed  thousands  of  copies  of  its  proposed  guidelines 
and  has  held  public  hearings  across  the  country  to  receive  broad  public  input.  We 
can  truly  say  that  we  have  heard  from  all  interest  groups.  For  the  initial  ADAAG 
rulemaking,  the  Board  received  over  1,800  comments  totaling  more  than  12,000 
pages.  For  proposed  accessibility  guidelines  for  state  and  local  government  facilities, 
the  Board  received  over  600  comments  totaling  more  than  6,000  pages.  Each  com- 
ment was  carefully  considered  and  many  revisions  were  made  to  the  proposed  guide- 
lines based  on  the  comments.  On  the  whole,  the  reaction  of  persons  required  to 
comply  with  ADAAG  has  been  positive.  The  guidelines  are  viewed  as  reasonable 
and  consistent  with  Congressional  intent. 

Mr.   Carr.   In   your   opinion,   are   the   federal   Board   members 
taking  their  membership  responsibilities  seriously? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  indicated  above,  there  is  significant  federal  agency  participation  in  the  Board's 
business.  For  the  most  part,  the  absence  of  federal  members  from  a  Board  meeting 
is  due  to  a  demanding  schedule  rather  than  a  lack  of  interest.  By  caucusing  and  use 
of  their  liaison  staff,  most  federal  members  have  kept  well  informed  and  active  in 
Board  policy  decisions.  They  have  taken  their  membership  responsibilities  very  seri- 
ously. 
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Mr.  Carr.  The  bylaws  of  the  Board  require  that  not  less  than 
half  the  members  required  for  a  quorum  shall  be  public  members. 
Is  it  time  to  consider  revising  the  bylaws  to  require  better  attend- 
ance of  the  federal  members? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  indicated  above,  there  has  been  significant  federal  agency  participation  on  the 
Board.  We  do  not  believe  that  a  change  in  the  bylaws  is  necessary  or  practical. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Board  membership  was  recently  expanded  to  in- 
clude one  more  public  member  and  one  more  federal  member,  who 
will  be  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce. Has  the  Commerce  Department  identified  its  representative 
yet?  Has  the  Commerce  representative  attended  any  Board  meet- 
ings yet? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  has  informed  Secretary  Brown  that  the  Department  of  Commerce  is  a 
new  member  of  the  Board.  Under  Section  502  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act,  the  Secre- 
tary may  designate  someone  holding  an  Executive  Level  IV  or  higher  position  to  be 
an  official  member  of  the  Board.  Usually  this  is  an  Assistant  Secretary  position.  As 
is  the  case  with  other  federal  agencies,  there  are  vacancies  in  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary positions  at  the  Department  of  Commerce.  As  the  Assistant  Secretary  positions 
are  filled,  we  expect  that  Secretary  Brown  will  designate  an  official  member  to  the 
Board. 

COMPLAINT  PROCESS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  1992,  a  total  of  145  complaints  were  received.  Fully 
one-third  of  the  complaints  came  from  just  four  States.  Conversely, 
17  States  had  no  complaints  at  all.  Is  the  complaint  process  really 
a  good  indication  of  what  is  happening  in  the  country  regarding  ac- 
cessibility, or  is  it  merely  a  reflection  of  the  strength  of  the  advoca- 
cy groups  in  certain  areas? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board's  complaint  process  is  neither  a  good  indicator  of  what  is  happening 
regarding  accessibility  in  the  country  nor  a  reflection  of  the  strength  of  advocacy 
groups  in  certain  areas.  As  you  may  know,  we  open  complaint  files  in  response  to 
letters  from  the  general  public.  The  majority  of  our  complaints  are  filed  by  individ- 
uals who  do  not  identify  themselves  as  members  of  an  advocacy  group.  Further, 
when  we  have  multiple  complaints  from  a  state,  these  often  are  filed  by  one  individ- 
ual about  various  facilities.  For  example,  in  the  fiscal  year  1992  listing,  12  of  the  16 
complaints  received  from  New  York  were  filed  by  one  person. 

COMPUANCE  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Board  prefers  to  enforce  compliance  with  the  Ar- 
chitectural Barriers  Act  and  encourage  compliance  with  the  Ameri- 
cans with  Disabilities  Act  voluntarily  and  uses  legal  means  only  as 
a  last  resort,  is  that  correct? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  is  responsible  for  enforcement  of  the  Architectural  Barriers  Act  which 
requires  certain  Federal  and  federally  financed  buildings  to  be  accessible.  It  is  cor- 
rect that  the  Board  takes  legal  action  to  enforce  the  Architectural  Barriers  Act  only 
as  a  last  resort  after  we  are  unable  to  achieve  amicable  resolution. 

The  Departments  of  Justice  and  Transportation,  and  the  Equal  Employment  Op- 
portunity Commission  are  responsible  for  enforcing  the  various  titles  of  the  Ameri- 
cans with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA).  The  Board  is  responsible  for  providing  technical 
assistance  regarding  the  accessibility  requirements  of  the  ADA  to  persons  with 
rights  and  responsibilities  under  the  law.  We  believe  that  the  Board's  technical  as- 
sistance program  is  a  very  effective  means  of  encouraging  voluntary  compliance 
with  the  ADA. 
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Mr.  Carr.  In  the  last  three  or  four  fiscal  years,  how  many  times 
has  the  Board  initiated  legal  action  against  establishments  in  non- 
compliance? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1989,  the  Board  initiated  legal  action  against  the  City  of  Philadel- 
phia for  not  installing  elevators  when  it  constructed  and  substantially  altered  two 
train  stations.  The  case  was  settled  in  February  1990  with  an  agreement  to  install 
elevators  in  one  of  the  stations.  An  engineering  study  done  after  the  legal  action 
was  initiated  showed  that  it  was  structurally  impracticable  to  install  an  elevator  in 
the  other  train  station  because  of  site  constraints. 

The  Board  proposed  to  take  legal  action  against  the  Washington  Metropolitan 
Area  Transit  Authority  (WMATA)  in  fiscal  year  1992  over  the  entrance  ramp  to  the 
west  side  of  the  Twinbrook  station  on  the  Red  line.  The  ramp  slope  was  steeper 
than  the  1:12  maximum,  and  landings  were  not  provided  at  30  foot  intervals.  As  a 
result  of  the  proposed  legal  action,  WMATA  agreed  to  reconstruct  the  ramp  in  July 
1992. 

The  Board  is  again  proposing  to  take  legal  action  against  WMATA  this  fiscal  year 
for  not  providing  an  accessible  primary  entrance  when  it  constructed  the  commuter 
rail  station  in  Rockville,  Maryland.  Our  practice  has  been  to  provide  WMATA  and 
the  Department  of  Transportation  with  an  advance  copy  of  the  citation  which  initi- 
ates the  legal  action  and  give  the  parties  a  last  chance  to  resolve  the  case  before 
requesting  an  administrative  law  judge  to  order  compliance. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  result  of  those  cases? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  indicated  above,  each  time  the  Board  has  actually  taken  or  proi>osed  to  take 
legal  action  in  the  past  few  fiscal  years,  the  case  was  settled.  The  City  of  Philadel- 
phia originally  agreed  to  install  the  elevators  in  the  train  station  by  June  1992.  Due 
to  unforseen  problems,  the  completion  date  has  been  revised  to  July  1994.  WMATA 
originally  agreed  to  reconstruct  the  ramp  at  the  west  entrance  to  the  Twinbrook 
station  by  February  1993.  WMATA  experienced  problems  with  the  contractor  and 
the  weather  and  has  revised  the  completion  date  to  May  10,  1993. 

DISPOSITION  OF  COMPLAINTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Provide  for  the  record  a  statistical  breakout  of  the 
status  of  complaints  similar  to  that  contained  on  page  234  of  the 
1993  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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PERMANENT  STAFFING  EXPENDITURES 

Mr.  Carr.  Although  full-time  permanent  employment  increases 
by  $142,000,  or  10  percent,  other  than  full-time  employment  de- 
creases by  $60,200.  Why  have  you  decided  to  make  this  change,  and 
what  will  its  effect  be  on  the  Board's  operation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

While  our  total  approved  FTE  has  not  increased,  the  changes  reflect  expenditures 
for  anticipated  permanent  staffing  levels.  The  Board  plans  to  convert  2  of  its  part- 
time  positions  to  full-time,  permanent  positions.  The  changes  also  reflect  a  reduc- 
tion in  salary  expenditures  for  Board  members  and  elimination  of  January  1994  cost 
of  living  increases,  in  accordance  with  the  President's  directives.  We  have  made  the 
changes  to  the  number  of  full-time  permanent  positions  to  better  meet  our  responsi- 
bilities under  the  ADA.  We  expect  the  Board's  operations  to  improve  with  these 
changes. 

AWARDS 

Mr.  Carr.  Detail  the  number  of  individuals  who  received  employ- 
ee awards  in  1992  and  1993  to  date  and  the  amount  of  the  awards. 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  reported  in  our  Annual  Incentive  Awards  Program  Report  to  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management  for  fiscal  year  1992,  the  Board  gave  performance  awards  to  9 
GS  employees  totaling  $6,897,  and  to  8  PMRS  employees  totaling  $^  3.  The  Board 
gave  one  special  act  award  for  $713.  The  Board  also  gave  two  group  awards  to  12 
employees  totaling  $24,396.  The  Board  has  not  given  any  awards  to  date  in  fiscal 
year  1993.  None  of  the  awards  went  to  Presidentially  appointed  Board  members. 

TRAVEL  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  reasons  for  the  10  percent-$15,000-in- 
crease  in  the  travel  budget? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  increase  in  Board  travel  expenses  reflects  the  appointment  of  three  new 
Board  members  with  disabilities  who  must  travel  with  a  personal  assistant  as  a  job 
accommodation.  It  also  reflects  the  travel  of  a  Board  member  and  personal  assistant 
to  possibly  three  recreation  advisory  committee  meetings  during  fiscal  year  1993. 

The  increase  in  staff  travel  expenses  reflects  our  estimate  of  the  cost  to  provide 
ADA  training  where  our  expenses  are  not  reimbursed. 

RENTAL  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Sometimes  it  seems  the  entire  federal  budget  is  under 
downward  pressure  with  the  exception  of  rent  costs.  In  the  case  of 
the  Access  Board,  they  increase  by  $28,000,  or  nearly  13  percent. 
How  much  of  the  increase  is  for  the  new  space  of  the  Board,  and 
how  much  is  due  to  rate  increases? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  full  amount  of  the  increase  in  rental  costs  is  for  additional  office  space.  The 
Board  plans  to  take  over  an  additional  1000  square  feet  of  office  space  at  its  current 
location  to  accommodate  4  full-time  vacancies  being  filled  to  bring  us  to  our  total 
approved  FTE  of  36. 

BRAILLE /cassette  PRODUCTION  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  effect  of  reducing  braille /cassette  produc- 
tion by  34  percent  in  1994?  What  does  it  say  about  the  priorities  of 
the  Board  when  braille  services  are  reduced  by  34  percent  at  the 
same  time  that  travel  and  rent  are  increasing? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Board  has  an  excellent  record  of  producing  its  publications  in  alternate 
media  at  the  same  time  as  standard  print.  The  major  cost  of  producing  braille  and 
tape  cassette  versions  of  Board  publications  are  the  initial  costs  to  convert  the  docu- 
ments to  an  alternate  media.  A  print  document  on  computer  disk  must  be  coded  so 
it  will  appear  in  proper  braille  format.  Our  tape  cassettes  are  professionally  pro- 
duced with  four  track  voice  indexing.  During  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993,  we  have 
translated  most  of  our  publications  into  these  formats.  We  now  have  the  inhouse 
capability  to  make  copies,  and  thus  our  costs  for  fiscal  year  1994  are  reduced. 

We  believe  that  the  costs  of  producing  alternate  media  versions  of  our  final  guide- 
lines for  state  and  local  government  facilities,  and  our  proposed  guidelines  for  chil- 
dren's environments  and  federal  facilities  are  adequately  covered  in  our  fiscal  year 
1994  request. 

EQUIPMENT  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  effect  of  the  reduction  in  the  equipment 

budget  of  $55,000,  or  79  percent? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  plans  to  purchase  additional  computers  and  work  stations  for  the  addi- 
tional office  space  in  fiscal  year  1993.  We  believe  that  the  proposed  equipment 
budget  of  $15,000  is  sufficient  to  replace  or  upgrade  older  computers  in  fiscal  year 
1994.  We  do  not  foresee  any  adverse  impact  on  Board  operations. 

Mr.   Carr.   Why  do  printing  costs   increase  by   15   percent  to 
$124,000  in  1994  while  phone  costs  remain  constant  at  $60,000? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  noted  in  our  justification,  printing  costs  are  a  significant  cost  of  the  Board's 
ADA  rulemaking  activities.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Board  plans  to  publish  final 
guidelines  for  state  and  local  government  facilities  and  proposed  guidelines  for  chil- 
dren's environments  and  federal  facilities.  Based  on  our  experience,  we  will  need  at 
least  10,000  copies  of  the  final  state  and  local  government  facilities  guidelines  and 
about  5000  copies  of  each  proposed  guidelines.  We  believe  that  the  increase  in  print- 
ing is  necessary  to  cover  these  costs. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  upgrading  our  telecommunications  equipment  and  chang- 
ing our  toll  free  lines  so  they  will  be  used  exclusively  for  technical  assistance  and 
not  other  Board  services  such  as  ordering  publications.  We  anticipate  that  these  im- 
provements will  enable  us  to  provide  better  technical  assistance  to  the  public  with- 
out a  significant  increase  in  operating  expenses. 


Tuesday,  March  9,  1993. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

WITNESSES 

A.  MARY  SCHIAVO,  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

RAYMOND  J.  DE  CARLI,  ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  FOR  AUDIT- 
ING 

LAWRENCE  H.  WEINTROB,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 
FOR  AUDITING 

PATRICIA  J.  THOMPSON,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  FOR 
INVESTIGATIONS 

ANTONIA  DAWSEY,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  FOR  IN- 
SPECTIONS AND  EVALUATIONS 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  morning.  We  are  here  this  morning  to  hear  the 
testimony  of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, Ms.  Mary  Schiavo.  Good  morning  and  welcome  to  the  Com- 
mittee once  again.  Like  I  said  earlier,  given  the  fact  that  there  is  a 
virus  or  something  running  around,  I  appreciate  your  being  here.  I 
know  how  it  feels. 

Let  me  say  right  off  the  bat  that  the  issues  raised  by  the  IG's 
office  are  very  important  to  the  Committee.  For  many  years  we 
have  received  testimony  on  the  IG's  findings  of  poor  management, 
unnecessary  funding,  and  poor  oversight.  In  many  cases,  these 
hearings  have  raised  issues  which  have  ultimately  saved  the  Gov- 
ernment and  the  taxpayers  a  lot  of  money  and  led  to  improvements 
in  Departmental  management  and  administration.  The  inspectors 
general  are  required  by  law  to  report  both  to  the  Department 
which  they  serve  and  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  This 
hearing  today  helps  satisfy  that  requirement. 

In  particular,  this  morning  I  would  like  to  pursue  such  issues 
which,  if  corrected,  could  help  the  Department  manage  its  pro- 
grams more  effectively.  Several  IG  reports  over  the  past  year  have 
revealed  cases  of  weak  oversight  of  highway,  airport,  and  transit 
grants  in  particular.  Given  the  fact  that  the  new  Administration  is 
expected  to  place  a  priority  on  investment  spending — and  I  might 
say  reinventing  Government — I  believe  we  have  a  responsibility  to 
first  review  the  effectiveness  of  existing  programs  to  ensure  that 
we  are  getting  the  most  bang  for  our  buck. 

We  will  also  investigate  other  major  issues  which  the  IG  has 
been  working  on,  such  as  bogus  parts  in  aircraft  and  other  trans- 
portation vehicles. 

We  will  have  a  hearing  later  this  year  on  the  IG's  budget  request 
for  fiscal  year  1994.  Normally  we  combine  the  two  hearings  into 
one.  However,  in  the  interest  of  time,  it  was  necessary  this  year  to 
hold  our  reports  hearing  earlier  in  the  cycle. 

(297) 
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Ms.  Schiavo,  once  again  let  me  welcome  you  to  the  Committee 
with  your  supporting  staff.  Please  make  any  opening  remarks  you 
wish  to  make  and  we  will  get  right  into  questions. 

Statement  of  Mary  Schiavo 

Ms.  Schiavo.  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  the  different  format. 

I  am  going  to  try  to  hit  the  over-arching  issues  then  I  am  going 
to  get  away  from  the  table  and  let  my  healthier  staff  come  forward 
I  am  trying  to  stay  away  from  them  to  keep  them  healthy. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand. 

Ms.  Schiavo.  With  me  today  I  have  Ray  DeCarli,  with  whom  the 
Committee  is  quite  familiar,  assistant  inspector  general  for  audit. 
We  have  Larry  Weintrob,  next  to  him,  whom  I  am  sure  the  com- 
mittee is  familiar,  the  deputy  assistant  IG  for  auditing.  New  to  the 
committee  this  year  and  recently  promoted  within  the  Office  of  In- 
spector General  is  Toni  Dawsey,  our  new  deputy  assistant  inspector 
general  for  inspections  and  evaluations.  Toni  was  one  of  our  OIG 
employees  who  sailed  through  the  SES  orientation  program.  Toni 
has  been  doing  a  great  job  for  us  in  her  new  role.  Finally,  we  have 
Pat  Thompson,  with  whom  the  committee  is  familiar  from  last 
year.  Last  year  she  was  acting  deputy  assistant  inspector  general 
for  investigations.  She  has  now  been  selected  as  the  permanent 
deputy  assistant  inspector  general  for  investigations. 

As  I  mentioned  last  year,  I  requested  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation review  of  our  investigation  operations  so  we  could  make 
our  program  more  effective,  more  responsive,  more  up-to-date,  et 
cetera.  That  review  was  finished  last  year  and  we  implemented  or 
are  implementing  all  the  suggestions  that  were  made. 

For  this  committee's  information,  we  also  made  a  selection  on  an 
assistant  inspector  general  for  investigations.  We  held  off  on  that 
selection  until  the  new  Secretary  came.  Secretary  Pena  has  ap- 
proved the  competitive  selection,  so  we  expect  the  new  assistant  IG 
for  investigations  on  board  some  time  next  month.  That  selection 
will  complete  all  the  changes  we  talked  about  in  investigations  last 
year. 

I  need  to  note  the  deputy  inspector  general  could  not  be  here 
today.  On  top  of  all  the  flue  and  injuries  in  our  office  he  was  called 
to  jury  duty.  So  he  is  serving  his  country  across  the  river  today. 

I  will  try  to  hit  some  over-arching  issues  because  I  know  we  will 
be  having  a  hearing  in  a  couple  of  weeks  on  the  budget  and  oper- 
ation of  the  IG's  office.  So  I  will  stay  away  from  a  lot  of  the  nuts 
and  bolts  money  and  personnel  issues. 

HOT  LINE 

One  thing  I  think  the  committee  will  be  especially  interested  in, 
is  the  effect  on  ours  and  some  other  Inspectors  General  hot  line 
numbers  after  the  President  asked  the  citizens  to  call  in  and  report 
fraud,  waste  and  abuse.  I  have  to  say  that  the  citizens  response  was 
immediate.  It  started  off  with  a  dull  roar  and  turned  into  quite  a 
fanfare.  We  went  from  approximately  15  calls  a  day  to  a  high  on 
Friday  or  Saturday  of  about  250.  The  citizens  are  definitely  re- 
sponding to  the  President's  call  to  improve  government  informa- 
tion. 

I  do  have  to  say  that  the  suggestions  range  from  the  very  specif- 
ic— like  there  is  a  specific  kind  of  fraud,  waste,  or  abuse  going  on 
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in  Toledo,  Ohio  to  the  very  general  like  saving  money  by  switching 
the  paper  dollar  for  a  coin.  Obviously,  the  caller  was  too  young  to 
have  heard  of  the  Susan  B.  Anthony  dollar.  The  suggestions  are 
varied,  but  we  are  documenting  every  one  and  will  follow  up  on 
them.  At  least  temporarily  I  reassigned  employees  to  increase  the 
hours  of  the  hot  line.  We  really  did  get  a  citizen  response  at  least 
on  the  DOT  OIG  hot  line. 

MOST  SIGNIFICANT  MANAGEMENT  PROBLEMS 

Another  thing  that  I  know  the  committee  is  always  interested  in 
is  our  list,  of  the  top  10  problems  in  the  Department.  I  have  to  say 
that  this  year  the  top  10  did  not  change  much.  The  top  10  problems 
I  will  report  this  year  are  the  same  top  10  problems  I  reported  last 
year.  We  did  see  some  improvement  in  certain  areas  and  I  will 
detail  that,  but  we  think  go  through  them.  There  needs  to  be  more 
improvement  before  they  get  taken  off  the  top  10  list. 

I  will  start  off  with  suspected  unapproved  aircraft  parts  and 
come  back  to  that  in  a  minute  because  that  has  been  the  number 
one  priority  in  my  office.  We  have  devoted  a  lot  of  resources  and 
effort  in  all  the  divisions — audit,  investigations,  and  inspection  and 
evaluations — tackling  that  problem.  It  was  our  number  one  priority 
and  we  still  list  that  as  the  number  one  problem. 

Number  two  both  last  year  and  this  year  is  motor  fuel  tax  eva- 
sion. The  reason  that  remains  such  a  problem  is  that  the  loss  is  so 
huge.  There  is  such  a  large  amount  of  money  lost  through  tax  eva- 
sion. The  cases  also  take  a  long  time  to  make. 

There  are  a  lot  of  conspiracy  aspects  and  they  really  are  long- 
ranging  cases.  If  you  bring  one  of  those  cases  home,  you  get  a  ver- 
dict, you  get  a  plea,  you  get  restitution — you're  talking  about  a  lot 
of  money,  particularly  when  the  taxes  on  any  fuels  go  up.  When 
the  fraud  is  rampant,  a  tax  increase  is  it's  like  giving  the  crooks  a 
pay  raise.  We  want  to  target  that  and  be  sure  that  we  try  to  work 
on  it  especially  hard.  I  can  imagine  that  with  increased  taxes  and 
increased  incentives  to  break  the  law  we  will  have  to  watch  motor 
fuels  tax  evasion  very  closely  because  it  will  rise. 

We  are  participating  in  task  forces  with  other  law  enforcement 
agencies,  but  fuel  tax  evasion  is  still  two  on  our  list. 

Third,  last  year  and  again  this  year  is  the  Federal  Transit  Ad- 
ministration grants  management.  I  testified  before  this  committee 
last  week  about  FTA  grants  management.  We  have  helped  FTA  to 
make  some  improvement.  We  worked  with  the  former  Administra- 
tor and  the  staff  of  the  FTA  to  really  try  to  make  an  improvement 
in  their  oversight. 

They  developed  a  reorganization  plan,  which  had  been  proposed 
towards  the  end  of  the  summer  or  early  fall  last  year.  The  reorga- 
nization would  establish  more  checks  and  balances  in  their  grants 
management.  The  reorganization  would  have  assigned  different 
people  and  offices  to  oversee  the  grants  at  different  levels  so  that 
the  same  person  did  not  oversee  the  grant  from  cradle  to  grave. 
Different  offices  would  oversee  the  grant  at  the  various  stages  of 
the  grants  process.  Also  proposed  is  a  separate  office  of  oversight 
and  review. 
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We  were  very  pleased  with  that.  We  thought  that  was  an  ex- 
tremely good  move  and  showed  a  lot  of  progress. 

That  never  got  implemented  fully,  but  we  anticipate  that  when 
the  new  team  is  on-board  they  will  certainly  be  interested  in  imple- 
menting the  changes.  I  have  advised  the  Secretary  of  that  situa- 
tion. We  anticipate  that  that  effort  will  be  revved  up  when  the  new 
staff  is  on-board. 

If  that  occurs  and  if  it  continues  to  improve,  perhaps  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  grants  management  will  move  down  the 
list.  We  hope  so  because  we  have  been  hammering  on  this  for  some 
time.  It  is  just  that  it  is  a  lot  of  money  going  out  in  these  grants, 
with  inadequate  assurances. 

Number  four  on  the  list  both  last  year  and  this  year  was  major 
acquisitions  in  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and  the 
United  States  Coast  Guard.  Again,  that  remains  on  the  list  because 
there  are  so  many  major  acquisitions  going  on.  We  generally  defer 
to  GAO,  for  example,  in  the  FAA's  installation  of  AAS.  We  may 
reconsider  that  because  it  is  such  a  huge  sum  of  money  and  is  sig- 
nificantly behind  schedule.  I  guess  it  is  almost  to  100  percent  over- 
run. This  was  number  four  last  year  and  this  year  because  it  is  so 
much  money,  obviously  money  that  we  need  to  be  very  careful 
with. 

Number  five  is  logistics  management  in  the  FAA  and  Coast 
Guard.  We  continue  to  do  a  number  of  audits  on  logistics  manage- 
ment. We  continue  to  find  things  occasionally.  Ray  DeCarli  can 
report  on  some  more  of  the  specifics.  But  we  do  sometimes  find 
good  ones  where  everything  is  great  and  clear,  but  we  continue  to 
find  problems  in  that. 

I  will  just  list  the  rest  of  the  10  briefly  and  can  elaborate  on 
them  as  we  go  on  or  for  the  record  if  you  would  like. 

Six  is  safety  and  inspection  oversight  with  the  DOT. 

Seven  is  environmental  compliance  both  in  the  FAA  and  the 
Coast  Guard. 

Eight  is  management  and  control  of  Government  property. 

Nine  is  computer  security  in  the  DOT. 

Ten  is  financial  management  systems  in  DOT. 

We  tried  to  highlight  those  and  make  those  known  to  Secretary 
Pena.  We  will  continue  to  work  at  the  top  10. 

SUSPECTED  UNAPPROVED  PARTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  number  10? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Financial  management  systems  in  DOT. 

I  will  jump  back  to  SUPs  because  that  is  really  one  of  the  major 
over-arching  issues  and  I  will  cover  that  briefly.  Of  course,  I  will  be 
glad  to  fill  you  in  on  any  specific  details  you  wish  to  know.  Gener- 
ally, I  targeted  SUPs — suspected  unapproved  parts,  commonly 
known  to  the  public  and  to  the  trade  as  bogus  parts — in  November 
of  1991. 

In  November  of  1991  we  had  approximately  30  or  40  SUPs  cases. 
The  IG's  office  had  worked  cases  before  and  actually  had  indict- 
ments and  convictions  in  the  past,  but  it  was  not  specifically  tar- 
geted. I  targeted  SUPs,  in  part,  because  of  the  aging  aircraft  issue, 
and,  in  part,  because  of  the  cost  of  the  aviation  parts,  I  thought  it 
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was  an  area  that  was  ripe  for  fraud.  Also,  we  had  received  leads 
which  were  quite  disturbing.  The  reported  activities  in  deaUng  in 
suspected  unapproved  parts  made  it  appear  that  it  was  pretty  easy 
to  deal  in  unapproved  parts,  so  I  targeted  that  as  our  number  one 
priority. 

What  I  did  on  that,  besides  focusing  investigation  efforts,  was 
start  some  audits  that  would  look  at  the  issue.  We  found  some  very 
interesting  results  so  far,  and  we  are  not  done  yet.  We  also  un- 
leashed the  new  inspections  and  evaluation  office  on  the  issue, 
which  looked  at  the  FAA's  parts  manufacturing  approval  process, 
which  is  the  process  a  manufacturer  goes  through  to  have  an  ap- 
proved part.  We  also  looked  at  the  regulatory  review  and  did  a 
review  of  the  regulatory  process  in  the  Department  to  see  if  there 
were  any  ways  to  streamline  the  process. 

Investigations  we  went  from  a  caseload  of  approximately  30  or  40 
to  approximately  250  cases  during  that  time.  We  did  that  through 
a  couple  of  ways.  One,  we  worked  with  the  FAA  to  develop  their 
suspected  unapproved  parts  hotline  so  that  the  industry  can  call 
and  report  when  they  get  a  suspected  unapproved  part  so  the  FAA 
can  address  the  safety  aspect  of  it.  We  got  many  referrals  from  the 
FAA's  hotline. 

The  second  thing  we  did  was  to  develop  the  fraud  awareness 
training  program.  We  took  our  fraud  awareness  training  to  the 
parts  users.  We  went  to  airlines,  the  NTSB,  the  management  of  the 
FAA,  we  trained  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  the  DOT  top 
management,  we  took  it  to  the  Air  Force,  and  we  trained  mechan- 
ics and  quality  control  folks  to  help  them  spot  and  report  when 
they  found  suspected  unapproved  parts.  The  OIG  does  not  make 
the  safety  calls,  but  we  did  things  like  help  the  industry  to  identify 
and  preserve  the  evidence  of  fraud,  such  as  the  parts  and  the  pack- 
aging. They  have  to  preserve  the  bogus  part  and  the  trail  of  mail 
or  wire  transactions,  and  false  statements,  so  we  can  make  a  mail 
fraud  or  wire  fraud  case,  or  prosecute  a  false  statement  case. 

In  the  past  parts  users  would  send  the  bogus  part  back  and  the 
false  certification  to  the  broker  to  get  another  part  and  the  evi- 
dence was  gone.  As  a  direct  result  of  our  fraud  awareness  ses- 
sions— and  we  did  many,  many  of  those  sessions — we  got  many 
cases,  some  found  on  the  spot  while  we  were  presenting  those  fraud 
awareness  sessions.  We  got  cases  from  both  small  operators  and 
large  operators. 

Third,  we  have  executed  approximately  47  search  warrants  and 
literally  we  have  obtained  almost  every  kind  of  part  that  there  is 
on  a  plane,  from  small  cockpit  warning  lights  to  major  engine  com- 
ponents, landing  gear,  windows,  flap  indicators,  et  cetera.  It  is 
really  all  across  the  lot  in  the  kinds  of  parts  we  have  seized  in  our 
search  warrants. 

I  should  also  mention  that  we  work  closely  with  the  FBI  on  a 
great  many  of  these  cases,  as  well  as  with  Customs  if  the  parts 
were  coming  from  another  country.  We  also  coordinated  with  the 
FAA  field  office  on  each  and  every  search  warrant.  FAA  personnel 
were  requested  to  accompany  us  in  executing  our  search  warrants. 
The  FAA  got  a  1,600  percent  increase  in  3  years  on  SUPs  reporting 
to  their  hotline. 
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Then  finally  we  are  getting  investigative  results  back.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  ongoing  cases,  to  date  we  have  had  38  indictments,  29 
convictions,  a  little  over  $3.5  million  in  fines,  and  $3.1  million  in 
restitution  in  SUPs  cases.  So  we  are  starting  to  see  financial  re- 
sults from  our  work.  Criminal  cases  take  a  long  time  to  work,  so 
we  expect  a  lot  more  results  to  be  coming  back  in  the  future.  But 
with  results  like  that,  and  the  vast  increase  in  SUPs  reporting,  I 
think  it  is  clear  why  we  have  SUPs  as  our  number  one  priority  and 
are  going  to  keep  it  at  number  one  at  least  a  little  longer.  Then  I 
will  evaluate  the  progress. 

On  the  audit  side  of  SUPs — and  I  know  you  will  have  more  ques- 
tions of  our  audit  personnel — we  thought  that  since  we  are  the 
Federal  Government,  and  the  Government  of  course  puts  out  all 
these  rules  and  regulations  for  everyone  else  to  follow,  we  thought 
it  was  only  fair  to  put  the  magnifying  glass  back  on  ourselves — on 
the  DOT  and  FAA.  So  we  did.  We  audited  the  FAA's  own  parts  bin. 
I  have  to  say  that  there  was  a  previous  audit  report  issued  back  in 
1987.  It  was  the  report  on  Audit  of  Serviceability  of  Aircraft  Parts, 
Aviation  Standards  Field  Office  and  Aeronautical  Center  Depot. 

Way  back  in  1987,  long  before  we  targeted  SUPs  as  the  number 
one  initiative,  the  audit  shop  of  the  IG  found  problems  in  the  tra- 
ceability  of  parts  in  the  FAA  inventory.  If  they  are  not  traceable 
they  are  suspected  unapproved  parts,  unless  you  can  show  they 
were  made  by  an  approved  manufacturer. 

So,  the  audit  staff  went  back  this  past  year  to  repeat  that  audit 
and  to  look  again  at  the  parts  in  the  FAA  bins  and  whether  they 
had  all  the  proper  documentation  and  were  approved  parts.  We 
found  that  39  percent  of  the  parts  in  the  FAA's  bins  were  suspect- 
ed unapproved  parts  and  did  not  have  the  required  paperwork  and 
traceability  to  approved  manufacturers. 

The  other  problem  that  we  uncovered  is  that  the  suspected  cases 
of  fraud — the  suspected  criminal  activity  that  the  OIG  should  in- 
vestigate were  not  promptly  referred  to  the  OIG.  Getting  the  refer- 
ral of  criminal  cases  is  something  that  we  must  correct  immediate- 
ly. If  we  do  not  get  the  referral  from  the  FAA  and  we  do  not  find 
out  about  the  cases  through  other  channels  or  they  are  not  report- 
ed, then  we  cannot  make  the  criminal  case,  and  fraud  can  go  on  or 
escalate  unchecked. 

Those  are  some  of  the  concerns  that  came  out  of  that  audit.  The 
FAA  agreed  with  that  audit  and  agreed  to  implement  recommenda- 
tions. We  still  are  having  major  problems  getting  the  FAA  to  refer 
to  criminal  cases.  It  is  also  disturbing  that  we  did  that  audit  in 
1987  and  then  going  back  in  1992  we  found  the  same  problems  and 
we  found  39  percent.  But  to  me  that  was  an  extremely  significant 
result  in  the  suspected  unapproved  parts  area  and  one  that  we  will 
have  to  watch. 

We  have  a  number  of  other  related  audits,  such  as  audit  of  FAA 
certification  of  domestic  and  foreign  repair  stations  and  FAA  sur- 
veillance of  foreign  manufacture  of  aircraft  parts  that  are  ongoing. 
Those  audits  will  also  give  us  another  clue  as  to  how  big  the  prob- 
lem is.  Really,  no  one  had  any  idea  how  big  the  problem  was  until 
we  got  some  sort  of  figure.  At  least  with  the  FAA  parts  bin  audit 
we  have  a  39  percent  figure  to  give  us  at  least  some  estimate  of  the 
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size  of  the  problem.  But,  I  cannot  say  that  I  can  extrapolate  that  to 
the  rest  of  the  industry. 

We  were  just  trying  to  get  a  handle  on  how  big  the  problem  was. 
That  was  always  the  first  question  I  got  asked:  How  much  is  out 
there  that  you  don't  know  about?  By  definition,  I  couldn't  tell 
them.  So  that  was  one  of  the  reasons  we  conducted  that  audit  on 
the  FAA  parts  bins. 

Another  part  of  the  SUPs  multiple-front  attack  is  a  review  of  the 
FAA  parts  manufacturer  approval  process. 

So  we  are  far  from  finished  on  all  those  issues  on  the  SUPs,  but 
we  do  have  some  preliminary  results  that  indicate  we  certainly  are 
discovering  the  problems  and  at  least  in  the  case  of  some  of  the 
audits  we  have  completed  we  hope  to  be  able  to  make  the  changes 
at  least  within  the  Federal  Government.  Aside  from  being  a  crime, 
of  course,  SUPs  cause  a  huge  financial  loss.  If  you  have  25  percent 
of  the  parts  in  your  parts  bin  that  are  suspected  unapproved  parts 
and  you  cannot  put  them  on  your  plane,  and  a  legitimate  operator 
is  not  going  to  buy  them  from  you — you  have  a  huge  financial  loss 
which  nobody  wants  to  sustain,  not  in  Government  and  certainly 
not  in  the  aviation  industry. 

That  is  briefly  our  results  from  SUPs,  which  I  wanted  to  cover 
because  it  was  one  issue  which  was  addressed  by  many  different  ef- 
forts of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General. 

That  is  pretty  much  the  overview.  I  will  save  any  specific  man- 
agement, budget,  and  personnel  issues  for  the  hearing  on  those 
issues  later  this  month. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  appreciate  that  and  I  appreciate  again  your  coming 
in  in  spite  of  feeling  under  the  weather. 

I  might  indicate  to  my  colleagues  who  weren't  present,  when  we 
started  we  agreed  to  keep  our  questions  of  the  Inspector  General  to 
a  minimum  since  she  is  not  feeling  well  today.  We  will  give  the 
tough  grilling  to  her  staff. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

COST  OVERRUNS — NAS  PLAN 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  sorry  you  are  sick.  I  understand  the  Chairman  is  sick,  too.  I 
had  it  a  week  or  two  ago,  but  it  gets  better. 

I  just  have  a  couple  of  questions.  Have  you  looked  at  the  cost 
overruns  on  the  NAS  plan?  I  have  been  reading  in  the  paper  with 
regard  to  the  contractors. 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Only  parts  of  them.  On  the  advanced  automation, 
we  deferred  to  a  GAO  audit.  GAO  was  critical  of  it,  and  has  issued 
a  report.  There  have  been  substantial  cost  overruns.  I  think  the 
original  estimate  was  $3.8  billion  and  it  is  now  up  to  something 
like  $5.1  billion.  That  is  a  significant  increase.  There  have  also 
been  lengthy  delays.  We  did  not  audit  NAS  and  other  areas  be- 
cause we  deferred  to  GAO.  But  frankly,  for  next  year  we  will  prob- 
ably be  reviewing  several  NAS  areas  because  the  cost  increases  are 
too  huge  and  the  projections  are  so  far  overdue. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  this  a  decision  you  make,  or  does  the  Secretary's 
office  make  it?  How  does  that  work?  Do  you  make  a  decision  on 
your  own? 
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Ms.  ScHiAvo.  I  can  make  the  decision  on  my  own,  but  in  this 
case  the  Secretary's  office  was  interested  in  us  doing  some  work.  So 
in  this  case  it  is  joint. 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  LOBBYING  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  On  the  subject  of  another  potential  problem,  your 
office  issued  a  report  in  January  of  1993  concerning  compliance 
with  lobbying  requirements  under  title  31  USC  1352.  The  Act  pro- 
hibits use  of  federally  appropriated  funds  to  influence  Federal  con- 
tracting and  financial  transactions.  Would  you  briefly  comment  on 
your  findings? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Yes.  Actually  one  of  my  findings  was  that  I  could 
not  issue  the  report  with  any  great  assurance.  We  did  the  work 
that  we  were  authorized  to  do  within  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation. We  reviewed  whether  the  required  certification  that  Feder- 
al appropriated  funds  were  not  used  to  influence  the  transaction — 
the  contract,  grants,  loan  or  agreement.  We  found  instances,  of 
course,  where  the  proper  certification  was  not  filed,  some  by  igno- 
rance. But  we  certainly  found  problems  in  the  reporting  of  lobby- 
ists, the  amounts  paid  to  them,  and  descriptions  of  services  per- 
formed. 

But  we  could  not  give  a  true  overall  picture  of  how  much  lobby- 
ing goes  on  because  very  simply  not  everyone  involved  in  the  proc- 
ess is  covered  by  that  lobbying  law.  There  is  no  requirement  for 
Federal  officials  or  potentially  the  targets  of  lobbying.  Members  of 
Congress  or  Congressional  employees  to  notify  Federal  Agencies 
when  persons  lobby  them. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  you  say  that  lobbying  goes  on,  what  do  you 
mean  by  that?  How  did  you  find  that  some  lobbying  was  going  on? 
What  type  of  lobbying? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  There  are  certain  covered  transactions  for  which 
disclosure  statements  are  required,  documenting  contacts  or  lobby- 
ing. We  found  36  out  of  a  sample  of  207  covered  transactions  did 
not  contain  the  required  certifications  and  34  disclosure  statements 
received  by  the  operating  Administrations  were  not  forwarded  to 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary.  There  were  no  alleged  violations  and  no 
penalties  imposed,  but  there  were  some  things  that  slipped  through 
the  cracks. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  an3rthing  being  done  as  a  result  of  it? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Yes.  Of  course,  we  issued  a  report  the  operating 
Administrations  agreed  to  get  the  required  certifications,  and  I 
made  the  Secretary  aware  of  the  shortcomings  shortly  after  he 
came  on-board.  He  asked  us  to  take  whatever  measures  necessary 
to  bring  the  operating  Administrations  into  compliance. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  there  a  follow-up  on  all  your  reports?  For  instance, 
6  months  later  does  somebody  go  back  and  look  at  it? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  that  just  in  your  agency  or  in  all  the  IGs? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Pretty  much  all  the  IG. 

DENVER  AIRPORT 

Mr.  Wolf.  My  other  question  is  with  regard  to  the  Denver  Air- 
port. We  got  contacted  by  some  people  out  in  Denver  who  have 
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been  interested  in  the  Denver  Airport  for  a  while.  According  to  the 
Denver  Post  and  the  Aviation  Daily,  they  said  that  the  two  high- 
ranking  officials  of  FAA  were  applicants  for  the  position  of  airport 
manager  during  the  same  time  the  FAA  was  reviewing  proposals 
from  Denver  to  make  revisions  in  its  airport  layout  plan. 

They  maintain — and  I  am  not  sure  if  it  is  accurate  or  not — that 
they  raised  safety  concerns  and  were  highly  controversial. 

I  understand  that  they  said  your  office  was  looking  or  somebody 
at  the  Department  was  looking  into  it.  Are  you  directly  looking 
into  that  or  is  someone  else  in  the  Department  looking  into  that? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  We  are  looking  at  the  situation.  Since  it  is  ongoing, 
I  would  be  reluctant  to  comment  more  specifically  on  it.  We  are 
reviewing  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  complaint  was  that  these  two  people  who  are  cur- 
rently working  were  in  the  process  of  actively  being  considered. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  The  allegation  that  we  all  saw  in  the  press  and 
through  other  public  media  was  that  indeed  persons  who  at  the 
time  were  working  for  the  FAA  had  travelled  to  Denver  on  FAA 
resources  to  do  apply  for  employment.  Obviously,  that  is  something 
that  we  look  at. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Were  these  schedule  C  people  or  were  they  career 
people? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Well 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  will  withdraw  that.  I  will  just  find  out  what  you're 
doing  when  you  feel  comfortable. 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  We  would  be  happy  to  advise  you  separately  as 
well. 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  controversy  with  regard  to  the 
airport  with  regard  to  cost  overruns  and  a  number  of  other  things. 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  That  particular  issue  was  looked  at  last  year,  when 
the  GAO  reviewed  the  Denver  Airport  issue.  They  did  a  pretty 
thorough  review  on  the  need  for  the  airport,  the  safety  of  the  air- 
port, and  they  did  issue  a  report  on  the  Denver  airport.  So  we  did 
not  review  the  airport  overall.  But  if  there  are  any  instances  of 
misuse,  waste,  or  abuse  of  Federal  funds,  we  certainly  are  going  to 
look  at  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Carr  and  I  asked  for  the  GAO  report.  Now  we're 
hearing  that  there  are  some  other  potential  problems.  There  is  an 
effort  to  keep  Stapleton  Airport  open.  I  think  United  was  sort  of 
wrangled  into  being  there.  Now  I  think  they  are  concerned  and 
others  are  concerned  that  Stapleton  will  stay  open  and  another  air- 
line will  also  have  gates  at  Stapleton.  There  is  also  a  concern  at 
what  the  taxi  fee  will  be  coming  downtown  from  the  new  airport, 
versus  Stapleton. 

At  a  time  when  airlines  are  under  great  pressure  from  competi- 
tiveness abroad,  the  gate  fee  will  be  much  higher,  the  transporta- 
tion fee  potentially  higher.  I  would  like  to  get  somebody  in  the  De- 
partment— and  I  don't  want  to  draw  you  into  it  unless  that  is 
where  you're  going  to  be — to  tell  me  personally  that  Stapleton  is 
going  to  be  closed. 

I  did  support  the  airport.  I  believe  I  made  a  mistake. 

But  at  that  time,  Stapleton  was  clearly  going  to  close.  If  Staple- 
ton  stays  open,  it  is  kind  of  a  bait  and  switch  type  of  thing.  I  would 
like  to  find  out  if  Stapleton  will  be  closing  down. 
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Ms.  ScHiAvo.  We  can  look  into  that.  I  have  not  specifically 
looked  into  that  question. 

ACCIDENTS  AS  A  RESULT  OF  SUSPECTED  UNAPPROVED  PARTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  other  question  is  on  these  suspected  unapproved 
parts.  I  saw  the  news  stories  on  it.  How  many  accidents  have  actu- 
ally taken  place  as  a  result  of  the  parts? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  The  NTSB  has  found  instances  of  suspected  unap- 
proved parts  in  incidents,  but  they  have  not  attributed  the  cause  to 
the  suspected  unapproved  parts. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  there  is  a  possibility  that  they  have  been? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  They  have  found  them  in  incidents,  yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  we  need  additional  legislation?  Do  we  need  tough- 
er criminal  penalties? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  I  think  that  one  thing  that  would  help  would  be  to 
regulate  the  brokers.  There  is  a  big  hole  in  the  process.  We  regu- 
late the  airlines.  In  fact,  they  have  every  aspect  of  their  operation 
regulated.  We  regulate  commercial  operators.  We  regulate  anybody 
who  flies.  Anybody  who  flies  other  than  flying  solo  in  an  experi- 
mental aircraft  is  regulated. 

Then  on  the  other  hand,  we  regulate  the  manufacturer.  You 
have  approximately  1,500  parts  from  suppliers  around  the  world 
going  into  a  747.  They  come  from  around  the  globe  to  go  on  a 
brand  new  plane  right  out  of  Seattle.  And  that  is  when  manufac- 
turers are  regulated,  checked,  and  supposedly  followed  carefully. 
But  in  the  aftermarket  you  have  this  sea  of  parts  brokers.  Parts 
brokers,  by  the  way,  don't  have  to  have  any  particular  training. 
They  don't  have  to  be  avionics  experts.  They  don't  have  to  be  met- 
allurgy specialists.  They  don't  have  to  be  anything.  They  just  have 
to  be  able  to  get  their  hands  on  parts  or  make  them  and  sell  the 
parts. 

So  what  happens  is  that  we  go  out  to  execute  a  search  warrant 
when  we  get  a  lead  on  suspected  unapproved  parts.  Off  we  go  to 
location  A  and  we  find  out  that  the  part  was  really  brokered 
through  location  B.  Then  we  do  another  search  warrant  in  another 
Federal  district  with  another  Federal  judge  and  another  U.S.  At- 
torney's office  and  we  find  out  that  B  got  it  from  C. 

In  some  instances,  to  track  down  these  bogus  parts  we  have  gone 
through  three  and  four  brokers.  Those  brokers  are  completely  un- 
regulated. Occasionally,  we  can  prosecute  them  because  what  we 
catch  them  falsely  certifying  a  part,  or  in  a  mail  fraud  scheme  or  a 
wire  fraud  scheme.  They  put  the  bogus  part  in  the  mail,  and  know- 
ingly certify  it  as  an  approved  part,  and  we  can  make  a  mail  fraud 
case,  or  a  false  statement  case,  or  wire  fraud. 

But  separately,  they  are  not  regulated.  And  that  is  a  big  hole  in 
the  system. 

The  other  things  that  we  need  to  do — and  which  we  are  doing  as 
part  of  our  process — is  to  look  at  the  FAA's  procedures  on  PMAs, 
their  inspection  of  overseas  manufacture,  the  FAA's  inspection  of 
overseas  repair  stations  because  these  parts  are  not  just  being 
made  or  put  in  the  market  in  the  United  States.  Bogus  parts  are 
shipped  here  from  all  over  the  world  and  conversely  are  being 
made  here  and  being  shipped  all  over  the  world. 
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That  has  a  lot  of  ramifications.  I  think  the  current  laws  that  we 
have  on  the  manufacturing  and  approval  we  have  to  really  crack 
down  on  because  now  it  has  gotten  to  the  point  where  we  have 
been  advised  of  SUPS  in  Great  Britain,  Canada,  Ireland,  Scotland, 
Australia,  and  other  places  and  foreign  law  enforcement  officials 
have  seized  fake  FAA  approval  tags  overseas. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  this  a  problem  overseas,  too? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  their  brokers  doing  the  same  thing  there? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Yes.  It  is  a  global  problem.  In  fact,  we  recently 
were  invited  by  British  law  enforcement  and  aviation  authorities, 
which  is  where  one  of  our  first  overseas  leads  came  from,  New 
Scotland  Yard.  We  recently  presented  our  fraud  awareness  train- 
ing so  that  they  can  help  us  preserve  the  evidence  over  there.  They 
face  the  same  situation. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  think  most  brokers  that  are  involved  with  this 
know  what  they  are  doing?  It  is  pretty  hard  not  to,  isn't  it? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  If  you  do  not  have  the  proper  certification — and 
you  have  to  have  the  paperwork  to  make  and  to  certify  an  ap- 
proved part  because  you  have  to  prove  where  it  came  from  and 
where  it  has  been  you  do  not  have  that  and  you  make  it  up,  I  do 
not  know  how  you  could  not  be  knowledgeable  that  you're  breaking 
the  law. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  if  a  broker  does  that  and  just  sends  it  to  you 
through  on  his  own  truck  or  something  like  that,  without  using  the 
mail,  he  is  technically  not  in  violation  of  the  law? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Unless  they  make  false  statements  on  the  paper- 
work, unless  we  can  prove  that  they  knowingly  created  a  false  doc- 
ument, or  are  participating  in  a  conspiracy,  or  some  other  viola- 
tion. 

In  certifying  a  bogus  part  as  an  FAA  approved  part  you  are 
making  a  false  statement.  It  is  a  crime. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  there  a  broker  association  in  town? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  A  broker  association? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  there  somebody  who  represents  the  brokers  here  in 
town? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Not  that  I  am  aware  of 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  many  brokers  are  there  in  the  country?  Do  you 
know? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Approximately  2,000. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  it  does  seem  like  the  Congress  ought  to  look  at 
regulating  that,  particularly  if  this  is  widespread.  It  seems  to  me 
that  those  who  are  involved  are  knowingly  doing  something  that 
could  end  up  killing  somebody,  and  certainly  may  have  killed 
somebody. 

If  you  have  any  suggestions  with  regard  to  how  the  legislation 
should  look,  I  would  be  interested  in  seeing  it. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Actually,  I  am  trying  to  gather  any  comparable 
regulations  from  other  countries  and  I  would  be  glad  to  provide 
them  to  you.  Canada  and  other  countries  have  tried  to  regulate 
brokers. 

I  do  have  to  say  that  it  hasn't  been  an  overwhelming  success  be- 
cause we  still  have  these  cases  around  the  globe,  but  at  least  we 
can  try  to  collect  the  better  regulations.  There  is  going  to  be  crimi- 
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nal  activity  when  you're  talking  about  this  amount  of  money,  but 
it  would  certainly  help  in  the  enforcement  if  brokers  were  regulat- 
ed, and  the  rest  of  the  laws  and  regulations  already  on  the  books 
were  better  enforced. 

BOGUS  PARTS  CASE 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  no  broker  has  gone  to  jail  for  this,  have  they? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  No.  We  have  made  cases  against  people  who  are 
technically  brokers,  because  they  broker  what  they  manufacture. 
For  example,  we  made  a  case  on  defedants  who  not  only  were  bro- 
kers but  were  creating  the  bogus  parts  in  their  own  machine  or 
manufacturing  shops.  They  were  not  only  the  broker,  but  they 
were  also  the  manufacturer.  In  some  instances,  we  have  caught 
them  in  the  act  and  making  the  bogus  part.  We  executed  one 
search  warrant  and  they  were  at  the  lathe  turning  out  bogus  parts 
when  the  agents  arrived. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Where  was  that? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Florida. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  they  located  in  any  particular  area? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  No.  The  largest  majority  of  cases  are  in  Florida, 
California,  and  we  have  a  lot  in  Texas.  Where  most  of  the  aviation 
is  located,  that  is  where  the  cases  are.  We  have  an  awful  lot  in 
Florida. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  will  be  all.  I  will  submit  the  rest  of  the  questions 
for  the  record.  If  you  could  be  in  touch  with  us  and  give  us  some 
sense  on  how  you  think  legislation  would  look,  I  would  appreciate 
it. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  I  will  do  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

FLIGHT  PATTERNS — NOISE  MITIGATED  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  In  conversations  with  the  FAA  concerning  flight  pat- 
terns at  noise-impacted  airports  such  as  Washington  National,  I 
have  learned  that,  beisically,  there  is  little  monitoring  of  aircraft 
adherence  to  prescribed  flight  patterns  and  almost  no  enforcement 
of  violations.  It  seems  that  once  the  tower  hands  off  the  aircraft  to 
the  Leesburg  Center,  there  is  no  one  watching  to  see  whether  that 
pilot  follows  the  Potomac  River  north  10  miles  before  banking  west 
or  east.  Consequently,  it  seems  that  the  complaints  of  airport 
neighbors  fall  on  deaf  ears  at  the  FAA  because  no  one  is  monitor- 
ing or  enforcing  the  rules. 

Is  this  something  your  office  has  looked  into,  and  if  not,  do  you 
have  any  plans  to  do  so? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  not  looked  into  FAA's  enforcement  of  prescribed  flight  patterns  at  noise- 
impacted  airports.  As  part  of  our  planning  process  for  FY  1994  audits,  we  will  con- 
sider the  issue  along  with  other  competing  audit  and  inspections  requirements. 

faa's  inspection  program 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman. 
Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  unfortunately  was  not  here  last  year  when  you  must  have 
given  this  same  report. 
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I  have  to  tell  you  that  I  am  pretty  astounded  by  the  fact  that  the 
FAA  is  not  doing  its  job,  from  the  reports  I  have  seen.  I  served  on 
the  Government  Operations  Committee  v/hen  I  first  came  to  Con- 
gress. We  used  to  listen  to  problems  of  this  kind  and  we  always  as- 
sumed that  in  doing  our  reports  the  authorizing  committees  would 
look  at  the  issues  and  deal  with  it  legislatively  if  need  be. 

Obviously,  that  doesn't  happen  here  with  the  FAA.  I  will  just  tell 
you  that  my  colleague,  Mr.  Wolf,  hit  on  the  idea  about  legislation 
for  part  of  it,  but  I  would  do  the  rest  of  it  as  well.  I  would  hope 
that  you  will  assign — or  perhaps  you  already  have  someone  in  the 
office  with  the  recommended  kinds  of  legislation. 

Some  have  come  to  mind  just  reading  the  reports.  If  the  FAA  is 
not  going  to  do  its  job,  let's  find  out  why.  I  don't  understand  the 
logic  of  an  agency  being  run  in  a  way  that  permits  the  agency 
itself  to  not  have  the  necessary  number  of  inspectors  or  the  neces- 
sary number  of  qualified  inspectors. 

I  was  looking  at  one  of  the  issues  with  respect  to  the  inspection 
of  pilots.  It  said  that  over  50  percent  of  inspections  made  by  FAA 
pilots  were  done  by  pilots  who  didn't  have  the  credentials  to  fly 
that  particular  aircraft  or  who  were  not  current  on  it. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Coleman.  It  is  that  kind  of  thing — they  go  on  and  on. 

I  would  just  say  that  if  the  FAA  is  not  going  to  do  it,  that  is 
what  Congress  is  for.  That  is  what  our  role  is.  I  will  be  honest  with 
you  in  that  I  think  a  lot  of  us  sit  on  these  committees  and  don't 
think  we  can  force  the  issue.  I  think  we  can.  I  would  only  hope 
that  initially— and  I  will  instruct  my  staff  to  do  it.  I  will  let  Mr. 
Pena  know  exactly  what  I  intend  to  do  about  it.  If  he  wants  to  try 
to  run  the  agency  without  Federal  statutes  to  guide  him,  then  I  am 
sure  he  would  like  to  do  that. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  have  no  problem  at  all  about  introducing 
legislation  and  beginning  hearings  in  the  House  and  Senate.  I 
think  it  is  perfectly  appropriate.  That  is  our  role.  I  have  always 
had  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  with  Members  or  citizens  who  say, 
"That  is  not  the  rule  or  the  regulation."  I  don't  care  what  the  rules 
or  the  regulations  are.  They  follow  the  statute. 

I  am  extremely  concerned  that  this  whole  area  seems  to  be  as 
bad  off  as  it  is.  So  if  you  have  someone  assigned  to  dealing  specifi- 
cally with  legislation,  I  would  be  happy  to  visit  with  him.  I  would 
hope  that  you  would  do  that. 

Atlanta's  hartsfield  airport 

Mr.  Coleman.  Let  me  ask  you  a  question  about  this  issue  at  At- 
lanta's Hartsfield  Airport.  It  talked  about  whether  or  not  the  FAA 
was  not  in  fact  requiring  and  ensuring  the  local  land  use  develop- 
ment policies  were  such  that  would  not  wind  up  costing  us  addi- 
tional funds  in  the  future.  In  fact,  it  said  that  $800  million  was  the 
number  in  Atlanta  alone  that  I  guess  they  put  in  housing  that 
aren't  meeting  the  requirement.  And  that  is  being  permitted. 

Is  that  as  much  by  the  local  airport  management,  or  is  the  FAA 
supposed  to  have  oversight  over  that? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  The  FAA  has  oversight  over  it.  The  problem  took  a 
number  of  different  forms.  There  is  new  development,  and  more 
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building  in  areas  that  were  in  the  noise  impacted  areas.  So  you 
have  people  moving  in 

Mr.  Coleman.  But  that  was  permitted  by  whom?  The  FAA  ulti- 
mately has  the  responsibility. 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Then  you  have  the  problem  of  double  payments  or 
benefits — owners  were  reimbursed  for  the  diminution  in  their  prop- 
erty values,  but  their  buildings  were  also  sound-proofed  with  Feder- 
al funds.  Benefits  are  supposed  to  be  limited  to  one  or  the  other, 
generally,  so  we  found  duplicative  payments  there.  My  audit  staff 
has  done  an  awful  lot  of  work  in  the  area  and  we  have  pointed  out 
those  problems  to  the  FAA. 

There  is  some  credit  due  to  the  FAA  on  that  because  eventually 
on  some  audits  issues  they  agreed  with  the  findings  and  tried  to 
correct  them.  But  on  others  the  FAA  did  not  agree  and  did  not 
hold  the  airport  sponsor  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  poli- 
cies. We  are  working  to  resolve  these  problems. 

Mr.  Coleman.  But  that  is  after  the  fact,  isn't  it? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  That  is  after  the  fact. 

MAXIMIZING  AIRPORT  REVENUES 

Mr.  Coleman.  Again,  I  think  that  is  part  of  the  problem.  You 
have  the  same  problem  with  airport  managers  being  required  to 
maximize  revenues.  I  know  in  my  city  and  other  places  airport 
managers  have  permitted  the  use  of  their  properties  or  their  lands 
not  just  for  recreational  use  but  for  business  as  well. 

I  would  be  very  interested  in  any  of  the  specifics  of  your  report 
£is  it  relates  to  that  issue. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Actually,  we  completed  a  number  of  those  audits, 
largely  at  the  request  or  suggestion  of  Chairman  Carr,  to  look  at 
the  use  of  airport  property  and  revenues.  We  found  not  only  recre- 
ational purposes,  but  we  also  found  a  City  Hall,  a  wastewater  treat- 
ment plant  and  a  power  plant,  and  other  non-conforming  uses  on 
airport  property.  The  revenues  were  not  being  used  in  accordance 
with  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  to  require  the  revenues  to 
be  used  for  airport  purposes,  or  were  being  siphoned  off  by  cities  or 
other  public  agencies. 

We  have  issued  a  number  of  those  audits  around  the  country.  We 
did  come  up  with  a  few  good  news  reports.  There  were  some  air- 
ports that  were  in  compliance  with  the  rules,  but  we  have  come  up 
with  some  pretty  egregious  violators  too.  The  estimated  loss  so  far, 
just  on  the  approximately  20  Eiirports  we  reviewed,  is  $25  million.  I 
have  to  say  that  in  some  instances  our  findings  have  not  been 
issued  without  a  fight  from  the  local  authorities. 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  am  sure  that  is  right. 

In  my  own  mind,  I  am  trying  to  think  of  how  it  is  that  we  would 
enforce  on  the  FAA  this  requirement.  We  need  some  sanctions 
built  into  some  statutes,  in  my  view,  to  make  things  work. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  the  gentleman  5deld? 

Mr.  Coleman.  Sure. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  Committee  needs  to  know  which  airports  are  in 
violation.  And  then  when  those  airports  come  to  this  Committee 
asking  for  help,  we  won't  give  it  to  them. 
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Mr.  Coleman.  If  the  FAA,  Mr.  Chairman,  has  the  oversight  re- 
sponsibility, and  that  is  a  Federal  agency,  I  want  to  know  what 
we're  going  to  do  about  that.  That  is  as  much  my  concern  as  it  is 
going  after  the  specific  airport  management. 

As  you  know,  you  get  some  airport  managers  who  also  do  not 
really  pay  much  attention  to  their  own  City  Council.  That  has  hap- 
pened, too. 

Let  me  tell  you  that  if  the  FAA  has  the  ultimate  responsibility 
here,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  appropriate  for  this  Congress  to  legis- 
late. I  think  that  is  our  responsibility.  Failing  to  do  that,  we're  not 
doing  our  job.  That's  what  we  are  here  for. 

I  have  a  good  deal  of  concern  about  the  FAA  being  ultimately 
responsible  for  these  issues.  If  it  is  the  lost  revenues  that  we're 
most  concerned  about,  then  it  seems  to  me  those  are  the  kinds  of 
issues  with  which  the  new  Secretary  will  have  to  deal. 

I  would  only  make  this  further  observation,  that  if  you  don't 
want  to  spend  the  money  up  front  in  order  to  let  the  agency  do  its 
job  in  enforcing  the  law  and  enforcing  its  own  rules  and  regula- 
tions that  it  itself  makes,  then  we  ultimately  pay  more  costs  in  the 
long-run.  I  think  that  is  what  these  reports  show  us.  If  it  is  an  $800 
million  figure  in  Atlanta,  if  it  is  going  to  be  untold  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  at  other  airports — when  you  accumulate  them 
all,  they  may  be  into  the  billions  of  dollars,  for  all  I  know,  of  lost 
revenues. 

I  would  suggest  that  we  do  an  analysis  of  what  it  has  been  like.  I 
remember  over  the  last  12  years  there  have  been  a  number  of 
agencies  that  were  extremely  underfunded,  not  just  in  this  area, 
but  in  other  areas  of  our  United  States  Government.  The  Govern- 
ment over  the  last  12  years  has  refused  to  properly  fund  some  of 
the  agencies. 

You  could  argue  about  whether  that  was  good  or  bad  in  each  spe- 
cific case,  and  we  did  argue  that.  I  think  we  had  some  good  debates 
in  and  around  each  separate  agency.  But  I  think  the  ultimate  cost 
of  this  to  the  taxpayer  is  going  to  be  devastating.  It  is  because 
we're  not  willing  to  hire  the  people. 

I,  for  one,  want  to  tell  you  that  I  would  look  forward  to  your  get- 
ting with  my  staff  to  work  on  legislation.  We  will  be  working  on  it 
because  I  think  the  FAA  needs  to  be  told  exactly  where  we  are 
headed,  that  this  is  unacceptable,  and  the  Coast  Guard  as  well. 
There  are  no  sacred  cows  as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

I  am  astounded  by  this  report.  I  don't  want  to  take  any  more 
time  other  than  to  say  that  I  think  it  is  time  for  legislation.  We 
have  been  capable  of  passing  legislation  right  here  in  this  Subcom- 
mittee. We  ought  to  take  a  look  at 

Mr.  Carr.  Not  us. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Yes,  we  have,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  proud  of  you 
for  doing  it. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  submit  some  ques- 
tions for  the  record,  please. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  questions  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

fta's  bus  replacement 

Mr.  Regula.  In  1992,  you  determined  that  the  12-year  bus  re- 
placement criteria  is  not  supported  by  either  the  FTA's  own  con- 
sultants or  your  audit  analyses.  You  concluded  that  standard  size 
buses  could  achieve  a  minimum  service  life  of  at  least  15  years.  A 
15-year  required  minimum  service  life  would  provide  Federal  cost 
savings  of  $198.5  million  from  reduced  bus  purchases  during  each 
replacement  cycle. 

FTA  officials  did  not  agree  to  the  OIG  recommendations  concern- 
ing the  extension  of  the  minimum  bus  service  life  requirement  to 
15  years  and  the  requirement  that  applications  for  grants  to  re- 
place age-eligible  buses  be  supported  with  life-cycle  cost  analyses 
justifying  the  replacements.  FTA  policy  allows  80  percent  Federal 
assistance  for  the  replacement  of  any  standard  size  transit  bus 
which  has  served  12  years  or  more. 

Has  any  progress  been  made  to  change  the  minimum  bus  service 
life  limitation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FTA  and  OIG  officials  are  actively  seeking  agreement  on  this  issue  with  the  as- 
sistance of  the  Department's  Resolution  Official.  Noting  an  absence  of  definitive 
data,  FTA  has  recently  suggested  that  a  study  be  conducted  of  the  feasibility  of  ex- 
tending the  minimum  service  life  of  mass  transit  buses.  However,  OIG  observed  that 
such  a  study  was  conducted  subsequent  to  OIG's  1985  audit  report  on  this  subject 
(R4-UM-5-170).  The  study  was  performed  by  Battelle  Memorial  Institute  and  a 
report  entitled  "Useful  Life  of  Transit  Vehicles"  was  issued  in  December  1988.  Bat- 
telle consultants  employed  by  FTA  concluded  that  the  minimum  service  life  criteria 
could  be  extended  as  confirmed  again  by  our  most  recent  audit  (R4-UM-1-170). 

REDUCING  OF  DOT  REGULATIONS 

Mr.  Regula.  Has  the  Inspector  General  looked  at  how  DOT  can 
reduce  what  may  be  an  abundance  of  regulations  in  regard  to  its 
programs?  Or  perhaps  the  OIG  has  found  that  DOT  programs  do 
not  suffer  from  red  tape? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No,  the  OIG  has  not  looked  at  the  Department's  regulations  to  determine  which 
are  unnecessary.  Considering  the  extensive  number  of  regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Department,  it  is  very  likely  that  some  can  be  eliminated.  The  Department  re- 
viewed its  regulations  last  year  in  response  to  President  Bush's  government-wide 
moratorium  on  regulatory  action.  The  Department  identified  more  than  300  admin- 
istrative or  legislative  changes,  including  reduction  of  paperwork,  cancellation  of  ob- 
solete regulations,  and  fewer  regulatory  burdens  on  the  transportation  industry.  To 
date,  a  total  of  70  regulations  have  been  revoked. 

RESPONSE  TO  OIG  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Regula.  Generally,  what  is  the  response  of  the  Department's 
various  operating  administrations  to  OIG  recommendations? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  IG  maintains  a  very  good  relationship  with  the  operating  administrations. 
Their  response  to  our  recommendations  is  generally  positive  with  a  few  exceptions. 
There  are  occasions  where  the  operating  administrations  disagree  with  our  findings 
and  recommendations.  The  Department  has  a  formal  resolution  process  for  these 
disagreements.  In  our  Semiannual  reports  to  Congress,  we  identify  those  reports 
that  have  not  been  resolved  for  6  months  or  longer.  The  Semiannual  report  for  the 
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period  ended  September  31,  1992  listed  the  10  internal  audit  reports  that  were  unre- 
solved for  6  months  or  longer. 

FAA  INSPECTION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  try  to  mop  up  a  few  things  here  and  get  you 
off  the  hot  seat  so  that  you  can  recuperate. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  There  are  just  a  couple  of  things,  if  I  could,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Sure. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Congressman  Coleman,  you  certainly  hit  the  nail 
on  the  head.  I  just  cannot  stand  not  adding  something. 

It  is  hard  to  fathom — and  I  have  been  here  3  years — that  year 
after  year  we  increase  the  amount  of  work  we  do,  we  increase  the 
number  of  audit  reports,  and  we  set  new  records.  Like  most  of  the 
other  IGs  in  all  26  Federal  agencies,  with  all  our  respective  staffs — 
and  I  have  to  give  them  credit  this  year,  we  had  almost  every  in- 
vestigator on  overtime.  Every  year  we  set  new  records  in  uncover- 
ing fraud,  waste,  and  abuse. 

You  mentioned  everybody  is  taking  a  little  piece  of  the  money.  It 
is  so  bad  that  there  is  a  term  for  taking  the  little  piece  that  you 
talked  about.  It  is  called  the  "gouge."  There  is  actually  a  term  for 
it.  It  is  pretty  outrageous  that  you  find  that  everywhere,  and  every 
year. 

The  FAA  problem  is  kind  of  two-fold.  Granted,  in  many  areas  we 
have  found  that  they  don't  have  the  proper  resources  and  lack 
proper  management.  My  response  to  that  is  that  they  ought  to  say 
so — say  they  cannot  or  are  not  doing  certain  functions.  For  exam- 
ple, instead  of  representing  that  they  are  doing  an  inspection  pro- 
gram and  telling  us  that  they  are  inspecting  overseas  repair  sta- 
tions, if  they  do  not  have  the  resources  or  cannot  do  the  necessary 
inspection,  tell  us  that  they  are  not  inspecting  overseas  repair  sta- 
tions because  they  do  not  have  the  resources,  et  cetera.  It  makes 
everyone's  work  even  more  difficult  when  they  have  a  front  pro- 
gram that  really  is  not  achieving  what  they  are  t£isked  with  doing. 

Also,  in  the  inspections  audit  that  you  mentioned  where  we  actu- 
ally went  out  and  reviewed  what  the  inspection  was  looking  at — 
yes,  we  found  they  had  a  ramp  inspection  program,  but  they  could 
not  tell  whether  they  had  inspected  one  plane  200  times  in  a  year 
and  some  planes  never.  So  there  is  also  a  second  part  of  that.  It  is 
not  just  people.  It  is  proper  management  and  an  organization  struc- 
ture in  place  to  ensure  they  are  accomplishing  what  they  need  to 
accomplish. 

It  is  the  same  thing  on  this  parts  issue.  If  they  cannot  enforce 
the  FAA  certifications,  say  so.  Then  we  can  move  on  from  there 
and  put  some  corrective  measures  in.  Maybe  we  have  to  say  it  is 
"buyer  beware."  But  continuing  to  operate  without  saying  where 
the  real  problems  are  is  not  going  to  help  anybody.  It  just  increases 
our  workload. 

SUSPECTED  UNAPPROVED  PARTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Let  me  ask  just  a  couple  of  questions  because  they  were  raised  by 
others  in  response  to  the  question  of  suspected  unapproved  parts. 
Is  this  a  problem  beyond  the  aircraft  industry? 
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Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  are  the  other  areas  of  difficulty  besides  avia- 
tion? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Bridges,  for  example.  We  have  had  cases  with 
bridge  components.  One  of  the  big  areas  where  we  have  suspected 
unapproved  parts  is  also  fasteners.  We  are  not  alone  in  that.  The 
Department  of  Defense  has  just  hundreds  of  these  cases.  We  work 
with  them  on  a  number  of  these  cases  in  joint  investigations.  But 
aside  from  aviation  and  bridges  we  have  found  them  in  all  areas — 
technically,  even  airport  pavement  is  sort  of  an  unapproved  part. 
We  spend  millions  of  dollars  every  year  on  airport  pavement.  We 
completed  an  audit  on  pavement  and  found  that  the  majority  of  it 
was  never  tested. 

You  could  not  tell  whether  it  met  the  standards  or  not.  So  we 
may  be  bujdng  pavement  over  and  over  again.  Substandard  prod- 
ucts, product  substitution,  and  bogus  parts  are  all  incredible  prob- 
lems throughout  the  Government.  These  problems  are  repeated 
throughout  most  of  the  agencies  in  Government.  In  fact,  I  suggest- 
ed that  one  of  the  things  we  might  do  in  the  PCIE  is  target  sub- 
standard products  and  product  substitution  and  bogus  parts  as  one 
of  our  overall  Government-wide  projects  to  be  addressed  by  several 
IGs  in  many  different  departments. 

SUPS — AUTOMOBILE  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  looked  into  the  bogus  part  problem  in  the 
automobile  industry? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  No,  we  have  not. 

Mr.  Carr.  Inasmuch  as  you  are  doing  so  much  work  here,  I  think 
you  are  making  a  valuable  contribution — and  I  know  you  are  prob- 
ably overworked  on  what  you  are  taking  into  account — you  might 
look  at  automotive  and  trucks. 

I  got  into  this  in  a  different  way.  There  is  some  legislation  that  I 
am  cosponsoring — at  least,  if  it  is  reintroduced  this  year  I  will  co- 
sponsor  it — that  relates  to  design  and  copyright  parts.  As  you 
kjiow,  automobile  manufacturers  are  all  required  to  pass  certain 
crash  tests,  et  cetera.  Crash  testing  requires  that  automobiles  col- 
lapse at  a  certain  rate  and  absorb  energy  at  a  certain  rate.  To  do 
that,  they  design  into  the  parts  of  the  car  particular  strength  and 
stiffness  or  gauges  of  metal  and  a  whole  host  of  other  things. 

It  has  become  quite  clear  through  the  motor  vehicle  manufactur- 
ers associations — both  American  and  foreign — that  people  under 
pressure  of  the  insurance  industry  in  America  are  being  required 
to  accept  bids  from  shops  that  undercut  their  competition  by  sup- 
plying replacement  parts  that  don't  really  fit  the  design  criteria  of 
the  automobile. 

If  we're  doing  all  this  to  make  cars  safer,  we  ought  to  insist — not 
that  they  just  buy  the  part  from  the  manufacturer,  that  is  not 
what  this  is  about — but  that  the  parts  be  designed  to  a  specifica- 
tion. Otherwise,  once  you  have  an  accident  in  your  vehicle  and  you 
get  it  repaired,  that  vehicle  is  probably  not  certified  for  the  same 
crash  barrier  test.  Then  that  vehicle  gets  sold  to  someone  else  and 
they  don't  know.  They  are  unsuspecting. 

So  this  actually  has  more  to  do,  like  you  say,  with  bogus  parts. 


315 

Now,  having  said  all  that,  I  just  wonder  whether  in  some  areas — 
particularly  aviation — we  haven't  gone  overboard  in  terms  of  re- 
quiring approved  parts.  That  is  the  flip  side  of  it.  You  drive  people 
to  do  illegal  things  in  the  marketplace  by  unreasonably  requiring 
parts  approval  or  making  the  cost  of  getting  an  approval  so  high 
that  Government  policy  induces  the  price  differential  that  makes 
this  kind  of  stuff  rampant. 

My  question  is,  have  you  examined  that  other  side  of  the  issue, 
too? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Yes,  we  have.  We  are  doing  an  audit  of  the  parts 
manufacturing  approval  process.  There  are  a  number  of  problems 
with  PMAs.  Some  people  did  not  understand  the  process — manufac- 
turers and  brokers.  In  some  instances,  the  FAA  folks  themselves 
did  not  fully  understand  the  process,  at  least  in  the  field.  We  found 
that  the  FAA  could  and  is  in  the  process  of  speeding  up  those  PMA 
approvals.  They  are,  as  we  speak,  trying  to  push  more  of  those  out 
the  door.  Are  they  valid?  They  assure  us  that  they  are  not  just 
throwing  approvals  out  to  anyone  who  asks,  but  they  are  trying  to 
increase  the  parts  manufacturing  approvals,  too,  to  qualified  manu- 
facturers. 

Pricing  is  a  big  problem.  Initially,  when  we  started  working  on 
bogus  parts,  we  went  to  this  nationwide  indices  of  parts  available 
on  the  market.  When  we  would  find  a  part,  priced  below  cost  or 
market  we  would  pretty  much  have  a  hint  that  we  were  looking  at 
a  suspected  unapproved  parts.  What  happened  was  that  bogus  sup- 
pliers just  raised  their  prices.  So  we  ended  up  raising  the  prices  of 
bogus  parts  because  that  was  one  of  the  clues  we  looked  for  when 
we  made  the  cases. 

People  had  initially  said  that  it  might  be  hard  for  them  to  get 
parts  if  we  enforce  the  law.  That  has  not  occurred.  In  one  case,  for 
example,  and  I  cannot  give  you  a  lot  of  details  because  it  is  a  part 
of  an  ongoing  investigation — but  in  the  course  of  an  investigation, 
one  operator  had  to  take  some  parts  out  of  operation  right  off  a 
plane  loaded  with  passengers.  The  parts  would  have  failed.  The 
other  operator  said  that  we  were  going  to  shut  them  down,  but 
they  did  find  the  parts  to  replace  the  bogus  ones. 

So  that  is  yet  a  third  component  of  the  problem —  whether  the 
parts  are  out  there  available  from  approved  manufacturers. 

With  the  FAA  trying  to  issue  more  of  the  PMAs,  and  with  our 
review  going  on  of  the  PMA  approval  procedure,  we  hope  to  have 
some  more  information  on  that. 

As  I  said,  we  are  also  auditing  FAA  oversight  of  foreign  manu- 
factured parts,  which  brings  up  the  other  problem  that  you  men- 
tioned of  the  copyrights,  patents  and  trademarks,  which  in  China 
and  other  countries  are  simply  not  recognized. 

REVIEW  OF  SUPS  LAW 

Mr.  Carr.  It  just  seems  to  me  that  the  whole  area  is  subject  to 
review,  not  just  the  violators,  but  the  law  itself.  I  used  to  own  an 
airplane.  In  fact,  I  owned  several  airplanes.  I  always  used  approved 
parts.  But  it  was  always  astounding  to  me  how  a  fastener  that  was 
approved  for  an  airplane  would  cost  100  times  as  much  as  a  fasten- 
er you  buy  at  Hechingers.  In  terms  of  its  physical  appearance,  it  is 


316 

the  identical  thing.  Now,  I  understand  that  if  you  go  to  a  metallur- 
gist you  will  find  that  things  are  not  what  they  appear  to  be. 

But  it  always  occurred  to  me  that  the  price  differential  on  some 
of  these  things  was  so  enormous  it  was  begging  me  to  go  out  and 
buy  a  Hechingers  part  for  my  airplane  because  it  didn't  seem  to 
have  any  relationship  to  the  approval. 

I  wondered  then  whether  for  certain  common  parts — like  fasten- 
ers— this  is  not  just  an  FAA  problem.  Maybe  we  ought  to  have 
NIST  create  some  kind  of  a  fastener  protocol  that  hopefully  we 
could  use  throughout  the  world.  If  you  were  using  it  on  an  air- 
plane, it  would  be  a  grade  I  fastener.  If  you  were  using  it  on  a  trac- 
tor, that  same  thing,  you  could  get  by  with  a  grade  V  fastener. 
Somehow  we  ought  to  be  able  to  reduce  the  cost. 

The  cost  differentials  on  some  of  these  parts  are  just  so  enormous 
that  it  is  just  begging  people  to  be  violators  of  the  law.  So  while  I 
applaud  your  efforts  on  enforcement,  I  would  hope  that  you  would 
take  some  of  the  knowledge  you  have  gained  and  take  a  look  at 
where  some  of  this  approval  stuff  has  gone  wild,  where  it  has  just 
gone  haywire  and  where  parts  and  approvals  have  just  lost  all 
reason. 

It  seems  to  me  that  once  you  give  somebody  the  power  to  ap- 
prove something,  that  gets  a  vested  interest  of  its  own  and  it  could 
perhaps  lose  the  reality  of  what  the  whole  approval  was  for  to 
begin  with. 

The  comment  you  make  about  bridges  is  astounding,  too.  That  is 
one  that  hits  home.  I  would  like  more  information  from  you  on 
that  if  you  could  supply  that  to  us. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  And  we  are  just  developing  that.  We  are  always 
trying  to  target  a  few  years  out.  We  are  trying  to  develop  a  pro- 
gram for  other  bogus  parts  like  we  developed  for  the  aviation  parts. 
We  would  like  to  target  surface  transportation  down  the  road  and 
set  up  the  same  kind  of  program. 

One  thing  I  wanted  to  add  on  the  PMA  issue — and  I  will  not  be- 
labor it  too  much — you  hit  the  issue  squarely  on  point.  There  is  a 
vast  middle  area.  In  our  criminal  investigations  we  have  had  our 
choice  of  which  cases  to  work.  There  has  been  no  shortage  of  cases. 
So  we  have  selected  for  criminal  prosecution  only  those  egregious 
cases,  cases  where  not  only  were  the  parts  not  approved  but  where 
we  have  sent  the  parts  to  testing  and  they  have  failed. 

So  we  have  not  really  touched  that  vast,  vast  area  of  parts  that 
just  do  not  have  the  approval.  And  there  is  a  big  question  of  what 
to  do  with  those.  We  are  not  making  the  criminal  cases  against 
those  suppliers,  brokers,  manufacturers  or  operators  because  we 
don't  have  to.  We  don't  have  to  start  with  those  gray-area  cases 
where  the  parts  could  pass  testing.  We  have  only  done  the  egre- 
gious cases.  There  is  a  huge  area. 

I  can  say  that  in  terms  of  what  you  can  substitute  and  what  you 
can  not  is  also  a  problem.  For  example,  in  one  warrant  we  took 
some  small  springs  that  fit  on  the  throttle.  The  real  one  cost  $12. 
When  we  did  the  warrant,  we  found  that  the  broker  had  gone  down 
to  a  bed  company  and  had  purchased  bed  springs  for  50  cents. 
That's  no  big  deal  unless  you  know  as  we  learned,  that  the  spring 
would  fail  under  the  tension  of  use.  A  bed  spring  could  not  be  sub- 
stituted for  the  approved  part. 
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If  more  people  could  make  approved  parts  and  the  processes 
were  reviewed  and  there  was  more  competition,  that  would  prob- 
ably make  a  difference  in  price,  but  you  cannot  just  substitute,  be- 
cause there  is  an  unknown  risk. 

The  same  is  true  with  fasteners.  NTSB  will  tell  you  that  many, 
many  incidents  have  been  caused  by  failed  fasteners.  There  is  a 
gentleman  over  at  Defense  and  war  on  substandard  fasteners  is  his 
number  one  mission  in  life.  He  tells  of  situations  where  he  has  put 
a  magnet  in  the  fasteners  bins  and  the  particular  fasteners  are  not 
supposed  to  be  magnetic,  but  he  has  come  up  with  half  the  fasten- 
ers stuck  on  the  magnet. 

Before  we  would  rush  to  judgment,  we  would  really  want  to  do 
more  work  in  the  area.  There  have  been  cases — some  still  under 
active  investigation — where  someone  has  duplicated  parts  that  look 
pretty  much  like  the  same  thing  but  they  have  failed  in  flight. 
That  is  just  a  huge,  huge  area  that  needs  a  lot  of  work.  You  really 
hit  it  square  on. 

OIG  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  ask  you  one  question  which  probably  lapses 
over  into  the  next  hearing  that  we  are  going  to  have,  and  that  has 
to  do  with  your  resources. 

While  I  applaud  all  that  you  have  done  in  this  particular  area — I 
think  you  have  done  a  fine  and  outstanding  piece  of  work — it 
seems  to  me  that  at  some  point  this  should  get  handed  off  to  some- 
one else  because  it  appears  that  the  area  is  so  large,  and  there  is  so 
much  abuse.  You  have  done  a  great  job  of  bringing  it  to  the  surface 
and  making  everybody  aware.  But  yours  is  a  very  small  agency. 

Now  it  seems  that  it  is  perhaps  maturing  to  the  point  of  a  con- 
tinuing enforcement  concern,  which  it  seems  to  me  begins  to 
border  on  whether  that  is  something  the  Inspector  General  ought 
to  be  getting  consumed  with,  as  opposed  to  handing  that  over  to 
somebody  else  to  do — maybe  at  the  Justice  Department.  Then  you 
can  recover  some  of  your  resources.  Maybe  some  of  your  people  ac- 
tually go  with  the  investigation  because  they  have  gained  that 
knowledge,  but  then  you  recover  some  resources  to  then  begin  look- 
ing at  other  things. 

I  worry  about  the  things  you're  not  looking  at  because  it  seems 
that  this  one  has  sort  of  consumed  your  office. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  No,  it  has  not  consumed  the  office.  We  did  spend  a 
lot  of  investigative  time  on  it,  but  you  will  see  from  the  audit  list 
that  we  did  the  usual  array  of  audits.  We  have  uncovered  a 
number  of  the  problems  through  our  audits  as  well.  We  placing  the 
responsibilities  for  those  issues — such  as  the  PMA,  inspection  of 
foreign  repair  stations,  inspection  of  foreign  manufactured  parts — 
on  the  FAA. 

Mr.  Carr.  To  whom  did  you  hand  them? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  The  FAA.  They  have  to  follow  up  on  our  recom- 
mendations and  make  the  changes. 

Now  one  of  those  had  to  go  through  resolution  because  they 
didn't  agree  with  all  the  recommendations,  but  we  give  those  right 
back  to  the  FAA  and  tell  them  that  they  now  have  the  responsibil- 
ity to  fix  them.  We  will  then  go  back  and  look  in  a  few  months. 
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So  all  those  issues,  as  soon  as  the  audits  are  done,  they  are  in  the 
FAA's  court. 

SEGREGATING  AIRPORT  REVENUES 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  going  to  wait  until  we  have  your  team  before  us 
to  ask  any  more  questions.  I  just  wanted  to  make  a  quick  overview. 

In  response  to  your  answer  to  Mr.  Coleman's  question  about  air- 
ports not  segregating  the  funds — and  I  again  applaud  your  work  in 
this  area — we  would  like  to  know  which  airports  we're  talking 
about  here.  I  would  also  like  to  know  which  airports  you're  cur- 
rently looking  at  and  those  that  you  plan  on  looking  at. 

No,  I  don't  want  to  know  which  ones  you're  planning  to  look  at. 
If  somebody  finds  out  something  and  cleans  their  act  up,  I  don't 
want  to  be  accused  of  leaking  them  some  information.  I  just  want 
to  know  the  results  of  the  studies  you  have  already  done. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  We  will  get  a  list  for  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  anybody  out  there  is  listening  in  the  airport  world, 
this  is  something  that  I  care  about.  If  there  are  violations  of  the 
law  occurring,  and  if  airport  management  is  going  to  come  to  this 
Committee — and  I  don't  know  who  they  are  at  this  point  because 
you  have  not  told  me  any  of  the  airports— some  might  be  in  my 
own  home  State.  I  have  no  idea.  But  if  airport  managers  and  their 
political  governing  authorities  are  not  observing  the  Federal  avia- 
tion law  with  regard  to  keeping  that  money  on  the  airport  and  not 
allowing  illegal  diversion,  and  then  that  airport  management  or 
that  political  authority  comes  to  this  committee  asking  for  special 
help  with  a  control  tower,  a  runway,  or  some  other  request,  this 
Committee  is  going  to  take  that  into  account. 

So  perhaps  before  you  leave  today  you  can  give  me  a  list  of  the 
airports  and  then  I  can  talk  to  your  staff  about  the  details  later  on. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Certainly. 

REGISTRATION  OF  TOTALLED  AUTOMOBILES 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  just  follow-up  on  a  couple  of 
points  the  Chairman  raised,  did  you  also  look  into  titling  of  totalled 
automobiles?  I  saw  the  60-minute  piece  with  regard  to  the  number 
of  automobiles  that  are  totalled,  and  then  the  registration  does  not 
follow  through.  I  think  Michigan  is  one  of  the  few  States  that  has 
the  law  mandating  that  it  follows  through  so  that  if  a  person  buys 
it  in  Virginia,  they  know  that  this  car  h£is  been  totalled. 

Has  your  office  looked  at  that?  Is  there  an  IG  report  on  that 
issue? 

Are  you  familiar  with  what  I'm  talking  about? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  I'm  familiar  with  what  you're  talking  about. 

We  did  not  do  the  work,  but  the  Department  of  Justice  did  some 
work  on  that  a  number  of  years  back.  In  fact,  many  years  back.  I 
was  still  an  assistant  U.S.  attorney  when  some  of  that  work  came 
about.  So  there  might  be  a  report  out  of  Justice. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  yet  today  the  Congress  hasn't  acted  on  that. 
There  is  no  legislation  passed.  So  I  guess  there  will  certainly  be 
some  merit  as  to  some  law  requiring  that  title  to  show — similar  to 
what  the  State  of  Michigan  does — that  the  car  has  been  totalled. 
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SUPS  FROM  CHINA 


The  other  question  is  on  the  parts. 

Is  this  much  of  a  problem  from  China? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  We  have  a  lot  from  the  Far  East- 


Mr.  Wolf.  Can  you  give  me  what  you  have  on  the  China  issue?  I 
passed  a  bill  last  year  in  the  Appropriations  Committee  which  in- 
creased the  penalty  of  goods  made  in  slave  labor  camps  from  $1,000 
to  $50,000.  They  have  massive  numbers  of  slave  labor  camps  with  3 
million  to  5  million  Chinese  people  currently  in  them.  I  bet  if  we 
went  through  this  audience  here,  we  would  find  out  that  somebody 
here  is  wearing  a  tie  or  shirt  or  something  that  has  been  made  by 
slave  labor. 

I  visited  Beijing  Prison  Number  One  where  they  were  making 
socks  with  golfers  on  them — they  don't  play  golf  in  China — and 
they  were  also  making  jelly  shoes  which  were  made  for  export  to 
the  United  States.  They  were  made  by  Tiannemen  Square  demon- 
strators who  had  been  arrested  in  Tianneman  Square. 

Can  you  give  me  what  you  have  with  regard  unapproved  parts 
from  China?  And  do  you  have  any  indication  that  any  of  it  is  being 
made  with  slave  labor? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  We  do  not  know  about  slave  labor.  We  have  no  in- 
dication, but  we  also  have  not  looked  specifically  for  that  to  know 
the  nature  of  the  overseas  manufacturers  employees. 

Mr.  Wolf.  They  were  making  parts,  wrench  sets,  and  different 
things  like  that  made  by  slave  labor  that  were  coming  into  the 
United  States. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  We  can  supply  you  with  a  list  of  the  parts  that  we 
have  seized  that  have  come  from  that  area  of  the  world,  and  that 
would  probably  be  the  most  specific  information  about  the  parts  we 
have.  We  really  do  not  know  whether  they  have  come  from  slave 
labor  camps  or  not. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  China  at  the  top  of  the  problem  outside  the  United 
States? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  It  is  one  of  the  top  ones. 

SLAVE  LABOR  PARTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  My  last  question  is,  do  you  think  most  people  that 
purchase  these  know,  or  do  you  think  most  do  not  know?  Or  if  you 
had  to  do  a  percentage  breakout,  would  50  percent  know  and  50 
percent  not  know? 

We  are  finding  in  the  apparel  business  that  some  of  the  compa- 
nies claim  they  don't  know,  but  we  then  find  out  that  if  you  look  at 
the  normal  course  of  business,  they  have  never  been  in  the  slave 
labor  camp,  but  they  know  the  price  and  they  know  that  it  just 
couldn't  be  done  any  other  way  unless  it  was  done  by  slave  labor. 

I  wonder  in  this  case,  is  it  so  clear  that  if  you  knew  the  busi- 
ness— do  you  think  most  know,  or  do  you  think  that  most  honestly 
do  not  know? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  It  is  to  the  point  where  bogus  are  priced  compara- 
bly to  the  real  thing,  or  a  little  less. 

I  do  not  think  most  end  users  knowingly — certainly  not  air- 
lines— go  out  and  purposefully  break  the  law.  If  one  assumed  that 
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about  people  who  have  these  in  their  parts  bins,  what  would  that 
say  about  the  FAA  who  had  39  percent? 

What  I  think  occurs  is  that  people  assume  that  the  Government 
takes  care  of  that.  People  assume  that  if  the  parts  they  are  buying 
have  approval  tags  on  them,  they  are  approved,  that  somebody  in 
the  Government  has  checked  it.  I  think  people  assume  that  there  is 
enforcement,  that  there  is  regulation,  and  if  it  says  it  is  an  ap- 
proved part,  then  it  is  an  approved  part.  I  think  people  just  rely  on 
that  assumption  that  all  of  this  is  being  done  by  the  government. 

One  of  the  things  that  I  would  hope  would  come  out  of  our  bogus 
parts  work  is  that  if  inspection  and  enforcement  are  not  being 
done,  the  government  should  say  so.  If  the  government  cannot  per- 
form that  role  because  we  do  not  have  the  resources,  then  it  is 
going  to  be  "buyer  beware",  and  the  buyer  needs  to  do  a  lot  of 
checking  and  testing,  which  the  majors  do. 

It  is  a  problem  of  not  knowing  for  many,  many  parts  purchasers. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay. 

ISTEA-AUDIT  RESPONSIBILITY 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  a  question  I  will  submit  for  the  record.  I  am  just  interest- 
ed in  ISTEA.  It  has  been  a  little  over  a  year  since  the  enactment  of 
ISTEA.  What  additional  demands  has  ISTEA  placed  on  your  audit 
responsibility? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  We  have  tried  to  target  some  of  our  resources  to 
cover  the  areas  of  ISTEA,  but  we  did  not  specifically  change  a  lot 
of  the  audits  planned  to  cover  ISTGA. 

Now  with  additional  expenditures  in  the  stimulus  package,  we 
are  going  to  have  to  cover  a  lot  more  grants,  infrastructure  expend- 
itures, et  cetera.  So  we  are  going  to  have  to  shift  resources  around 
for  the  additional  federal  expenditures.  That  will  cause  us  to  reor- 
der our  audit  priorities. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Have  you  found  any  major  deficiencies  since  the  en- 
actment of  ISTEA? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  On  an  ongoing  basis,  we  find  deficiencies  virtually 
every  week.  We  do  not  attribute  the  deficiencies  specifically  to 
ISTEA,  but  we  have  found  deficiencies  in  all  kinds  of  areas. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Have  you  seen  an  increase  since  the  enactment  of 
ISTEA?  Do  you  have  any  idea? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Directly  related  to  that,  no.  But  every  year  we 
show  more  and  more  findings,  so  there  has  been  an  increase. 
Whether  it  was  specifically  caused  by  ISTEA,  I  cannot  say  that. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

BUS  service  life 

Mr.  DeLay.  You  mentioned  last  year  significant  savings  if  the 
minimum  service  life  of  buses  was  increased  from  12  to  15  years. 
You  also  mentioned  that  63  transit  authorities  nationwide  replaced 
3,317  mass  transit  buses  without  determining  whether  they  could 
provide  additional  service  economically. 

What  is  the  current  status  of  bus  replacement? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


FTA  policy  continues  to  allow  replacement  of  mass  transit  buses  at  12  years  of 
service  life  without  further  justification. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Also,  you  have  mentioned  in  the  past  that  FTA  offi- 
cials did  not  agree  to  the  OIG  recommendations  concerning  the  ex- 
tension of  the  minimum  bus  service  life  requirements  to  15  years 
and  requirement  that  applications  for  grants  to  replace  age-eligible 
buses  be  supported  with  life  cycle  cost  analyses  justifying  the  re- 
placements. 

What  were  the  reasons  for  their  disagreement  to  your  recom- 
mendation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FTA  officials  did  not  agree  to  extend  the  minimum  bus  service  life  to  15  years 
because  they  believe  that  the  12-year  period  represents  a  reasonable  balance  among 
all  the  variables  affecting  local  vehicle  replacement  decisions.  FTA  officials  stated 
that  some  grantees  have  had  difficulty  meeting  the  12-year  life.  They  also  said  that 
their  decision  was  partially  influenced  by  the  need  to  implement  the  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments  of  1990  and  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  of  1990.  FTA  officials 
said  that  increasing  the  useful  life  of  existing  buses  will  further  delay  full  accessibil- 
ity of  the  American  disabled  population  to  mass  transit  buses. 

FTA  officials  did  not  agree  to  require  that  applications  for  bus  replacements 
grants  be  supported  with  life  cycle  cost  analysis  because  they  believe  grantees  lack 
sufficient  information,  resources,  and  expertise  to  perform  effective  analysis. 

Mr.  DeLay.  How  difficult  is  it  for  the  transit  authorities  to  pro- 
vide the  life-cycle  cost  analyses  in  order  to  justify  replacements? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Most  transit  authorities  maintain  life-cycle  cost  data,  or  portions  of  it,  but  never 
use  it  to  make  bus  replacement  decisions.  Prudent  management  of  expensive  mass 
transit  rolling  stock  would  require  such  data.  Historically,  transit  authorities  have 
had  little  economic  incentive  to  maintain  and  use  life-cycle  cost  analyses  data  be- 
cause FTA  funds  80  percent  of  the  cost  of  replacement  buses  based  solely  on  service 
age.  However,  if  the  FTA  would  require  grantees  to  capture  and  maintain  cost  and 
operational  data,  the  transit  authorities  would  have  this  data  available  to  perform 
competent,  transit  bus  life-cycle  cost  analyses. 

Mr.  DeLay.  If  agreed  to,  would  buses  already  in  the  pipeline  be 
grandfathered  from  the  12  to  15  year  requirement?  Would  this  re- 
quirement catch  transit  authorities  by  surprise? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No.  Grandfathering  all  buses  currently  in  the  pipeline  would  delay  expected  sav- 
ings for  15  years.  However,  in  our  opinion  phase-in  of  the  new  requirement  should 
be  allowed.  As  with  any  policy  of  this  significance,  all  transit  authorities  would  re- 
ceive public  notice  of  the  intention  to  extend  the  minimum  useful  life  of  mass  tran- 
sit buses  and  the  authorities  would  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  to 
have  their  views  considered. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

We  went  a  little  longer  than  I  had  hoped,  but  we  will  excuse  you 
from  testifying  and  welcome  your  able  staff  to  the  table  to  finish 
up  on  the  questions.  I  hope  you  get  better  soon. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Thank  you.  You,  too. 

Mr.  Carr.  Welcome.  You  have  been  sitting  patiently  in  the  hear- 
ing room.  I  will  give  any  one  of  you  or  all  of  you  an  opportunity  to 
make  a  comment,  if  you  wish,  and  then  we  will  get  into  some  ques- 
tions. 
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AIRPORT  REVENUE 


Mr.  DeCarli.  The  only  comment  I  would  make  is  on  the  airport 
revenue  issue. 

There  are  really  two  distinct  problems  there.  One  is  related  to 
maximizing  the  revenue  at  the  airport.  That  means  making  sure 
that  you  are  getting  fair  value  back  for  the  property  that  is  there, 
whether  it  be  a  fire  department  or  some  commercial  activity, 
making  sure  that  you're  getting  a  fair  rent. 

The  other  issue,  one  that  I  think  is  going  to  be  more  difficult  for 
this  Congress  to  address,  is  the  issue  of  states,  cities  and  munici- 
palities taking  revenues  from  the  airport  and  bringing  them  into 
their  own  tax  structure.  In  Los  Angeles,  the  voters  just  voted  to 
take  money  from  the  airport  and  to  bring  it  into  the  city.  That 
issue  is  going  to  need  Congressional  approval. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  do  they  propose  to  do  that? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  They  included  it  on  the  last  ballot  and  voted  for 
extracting  some  of  the  revenues  from  the  airport  and  transferring 
it  back  into  the  city  to  pay  for  municipal  services.  But  clearly,  that 
is  currently  not  provided  for  in  legislation  and  it  will  take  some  ap- 
proval by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  passed  an  ordinance  that  essentially  taxes  the 
airport? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  That's  correct. 

They  are  allowed  currently  to  charge  the  airport  for  the  services 
provided.  That  is  legitimate.  If  they  are  providing  fire  service,  they 
are  allowed  currently  to  get  reimbursed  for  that  service.  This  is 
beyond  that.  This  is  a  matter  of  taking  revenue  beyond  the  cost  of 
providing  services  to  the  airport  and  bringing  it  into  the  city  to  pay 
municipal  bonds  or  other  municipal  expenses. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  this  hasn't  been  implemented? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  It  hasn't  been  implemented  in  Los  Angeles,  but 
those  are  some  of  the  kinds  of  problems  we  are  finding  in  the 
audits  that  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Carr.  Los  Angeles? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Los  Angeles  specifically  passed  it  through  a  voting 
issue.  But  some  of  the  issues  we  found  in  our  audit  are  specifically 
related  states  and  municipalities  taking  revenue  away  from  the 
airport  just  like  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  aware  of  the  Los  Angeles  situation  enough  to 
tell  us  whether  they  are  attempting  to  pass  legislation  in  the  Con- 
gress? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  They  know  that  they  need  Federal  approval  in 
order  to  do  that  and  they  are  looking  to  get  Federal  approval. 

As  cities  become  more  cash-short,  they  are  going  to  be  looking 
for  those  kinds  of  opportunities. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  certainly  understand  their  cash  needs,  but  the  law  is 
very  clear  in  this  area,  and  this  committee  I  think  will  have  a 
major  interest  in  seeing  to  it  that  we  don't  violate  the  law. 

You  heard  my  question  to  the  Inspector  General.  What  other  air- 
ports can  you  tell  us  about?  Do  you  have  a  list  of  airports  for  us? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  On  the  airport  revenue  issue,  we  have  in  the  proc- 
ess audits  of  22  airports.  I  can  provide  a  list. 
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DIVERSION  OR  LOSS  OF  AIRPORT  REVENUES 

Mr.  Carr.  Go  ahead  and  read  them.  I  think  these  areas  ought  to 
be  in  the  record.  The  Government  authority  involved  ought  to 
know  that  our  Committee  is  taking  a  look  at  their  activities. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Some  of  the  airports  I  will  mention  did  not  have 
problems. 

Mr.  Carr.  Explain  what  you  found  on  each  airport  you  looked  at. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Oahu,  Hawaii.  We  found  a  $10.7  million  diversion 
of  revenue.  In  this  case,  the  State  passed  a  law  that  allowed  it  to 
tax  the  airport.  There  is  some  question  as  to  whether  or  not  that 
was  legal.  On  first  look,  the  DOT  legal  staff  concluded  that  it  was 
not  legal,  but  there  is  now  a  question  of  grandfathering  involved. 

A  municipality  that  prior  to  the  Federal  legislation  was  drawing 
money  through  some  method  from  the  airport,  was  entitled  to  con- 
tinue to  do  so  after  the  enactment  of  that  legislation.  In  the  case  of 
Oahu,  DOT  lawyers  have  told  us  that  it  was  not  permissible,  but 
Hawaii  is  debating  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  is  the  forum  for  that  dispute  resolution? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  It  is  in  DOT  general  counsel. 

The  Salt  Lake  City  airport  had  no  problems  whatsoever. 

Dallas/ Fort  Worth  had  no  problems. 

Palm  Springs,  California,  had  a  diversion  of  $91,000  and  lost  rent 
of  about  $800,000. 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  had  lost  rent  of  about  $93,000. 

Saint  Louis,  Missouri,  had  a  diversion  of  about  $700,000  annual- 

ly. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  that  about? 

Mr.  Weintrob.  The  city  of  St.  Louis  learned  the  airport  was 
earning  considerable  commissions  on  pay  telephones  located 
throughout  the  airport  complex.  The  city  changed  the  billing  proce- 
dures and  started  receiving  the  airport's  commissions.  The  city  has 
not  reimbursed  them  to  the  airport. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  San  Francisco  and  Baltimore  airports  are  two  we 
are  working  on  the  draft  reports. 

Logan  Airport  in  Massachusetts  had  no  problem. 

Oakland,  California,  has  some  problems,  but  the  report  is  still  in 
draft  and  we're  trying  to  resolve  it. 

Orlando,  Florida,  had  about  $760,000  in  rental  loss. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  an  annual  figure? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Yes. 

Venice,  Florida — we  are  doing  the  audit  right  now  and  have  no 
results  at  this  time. 

Palm  Beach,  Florida,  had  no  problems. 

Pompano  Beach,  Florida,  had  $200,000  in  diversion  to  the  city 
and  about  $1  million  in  annual  loss  of  rent. 

Broward  County,  Florida,  had  $100,000  in  annual  diversion  and 
$2.1  million  in  lost  rent. 

Memphis/Shelby,  Tennessee,  had  $630,000  in  annual  lost  rent. 

Nashville,  Tennessee,  had  no  problems. 

Hillsboro  County,  Florida,  had  $1.3  million  in  annual  lost  rent. 

Dade  County,  Florida,  had  $4.8  million  in  diversions. 

Hartsfield  airport  in  Atlanta,  only  had  procedural  problems  and 
no  lost  funds. 
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Houston,  Texas,  had  $300,000  in  diversion  annually. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  kind  of  diversion  was  at  Houston? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Again,  these  are  funds  that  are  flowing  from  the 
airport  into  the  city. 

Mr.  Weintrob.  I  have  no  details  on  it,  but  we  can  provide  you 
the  details. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  El  Paso  had  $675,000  in  diversions  annually. 

We  have  a  Senate  request  to  do  Phoenix,  Arizona,  and  will  prob- 
ably be  starting  it  next  month. 

TAX  ON  airports 

Mr.  Weintrob.  The  word  "diversion"  has  a  connotation  of  guilt 
and  may  be  a  poor  choice  of  words. 

Some  of  these  "diversions"  are  actually  taking  a  fixed  percentage 
from  the  airport  as  a  tax.  Some  of  them  are  recouping  city  costs 
that  could  not  be  documented  as  having  supported  the  airport. 
Those  are  all  grouped  as  diversion,  to  differentiate  from  rental  op- 
portunities lost.  That  is  how  we  categorized  the  two. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  and  I  applaud  your  aggressiveness  now 
in  looking  at  this. 

I  would  hope  that  this  would  be  a  continuing  activity  of  the  IG's 
office,  that  every  year  you  take  a  look  at  a  chunk  of  airports 
around  the  country  without  fear  or  favor,  including  those  in  my  own 
home  State  if  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Weintrob.  We  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  be  glad  to  back  you  up  if  you  find  that  any  of 
my  municipalities  are  taking  money  off  the  airport  illegally  be- 
cause it  is  just  not  right.  The  law  is  very  clear  on  this.  We  are  not 
supporting  airports  as  a  conduit  for  general  revenue  sharing. 

I  was  in  the  Congress  that  ended  general  revenue  sharing,  and 
that  was  a  policy  decision  that  we  made.  For  municipalities,  no 
matter  how  needy  they  might  be — and  I  will  stipulate  to  the  fact 
that  they  do  have  some  problems — but  for  municipalities  to  circum- 
vent the  Congress'  decision  not  to  continue  revenue  sharing  by 
using  the  airport  as  a  diversion  or  to  circumvent  that  Congression- 
al policy  I  think  is  flat  out  wrong. 

A  lot  of  these  airports — and  some  of  those  on  the  list  here — have 
come  to  this  Committee  asking  for  special  help.  I  think  we  as  a 
Committee  need  to  keep  it  in  mind  when  they  want  our  special 
help  in  earmarking  some  tower  or  some  other  improvements  at 
their  airport  that  they  have  not  been  in  line  here. 

I  know  it  is  probably  not  the  airport  managers.  If  I  know  airport 
managers,  they  uniformly  don't  approve  of  this  activity.  But  then 
they  get  hired  by  somebody  and  they  have  a  responsibility  to  some- 
body. 

So  I  think  the  airport  managers  probably  would  welcome  this 
Committee  standing  behind  them  when  they  tell  their  governing 
authority  that  they  can't  do  that. 

Your  help  in  this  regard  is  greatly  appreciated.  The  amount  of 
money  that  you  have  read  off  here  is  considerable.  From  $10  mil- 
lion at  Hawaii  to  annually  $1.3  million  and  $4.8  million,  and 
annual  $1  million  lost  rent.  That  adds  up  to  a  lot  of  money. 
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Mr.  DeCarli.  Just  at  these  airports,  it  adds  up  to  about  $25  mil- 
lion. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  FAA  ought  to  be  taking 
a  look  at  these  airports  as  well.  It  shouldn't  be  just  this  Committee 
backing  up  the  law. 

Have  you  had  conversations  at  FAA? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  FAA  officials  have  been  very  responsive  on  this 
one.  We  recommended  in  some  cases  that  they  withhold  grants 
until  they  get  the  revenue  stream  straightened  out.  They  have 
been  very  good  about  it. 

GENERAL  COUNSEL — AIRPORT  REVENUE 

Mr.  Carr.  When  you  talk  about  the  general  counsel  having  it,  is 
the  general  counsel  recovering  this  money,  or  is  he  negotiating  a 
pay-back?  How  is  that  happening? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  This  one  is  very  specific.  At  first  reading  of  the 
Hawaii  legislation,  our  general  counsel  concluded  that  Hawaii  was 
not  grandfathered,  therefore  they  couldn't  charge  the  tax  that  had 
been  imposed. 

Subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  our  report,  Hawaii  came  in  with 
additional  documentation.  They  brought  their  legal  staff  in  and 
they  are  trying  to  prove  that  they  did  in  fact  have  legislation  on 
the  books  prior  to  this  that  allowed  them  to  take  funds  from  the 
airport. 

That  is  what  the  general  counsel  is  looking  at.  Was  Oahu,  in 
effect,  grandfathered  so  that  they  can  take  the  revenue  from  the 
airport? 

university  research  expenses 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  told  that  the  general  counsel  doesn't  normally 
appear  before  this  Committee.  But  I  think  in  light  of  your  work 
here  and  the  activity  that  they  have  in  this  area  in  which  we  are 
interested,  we  may  invite  them  to  come  when  we  have  the  hearings 
on  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  at  a  later  date.  We  will  ask  them  some 
questions,  too. 

Let's  turn  to  the  issue  of  university  research. 

Colleges  and  universities  are  allowed  to  charge  certain  rates  for 
overhead  and  related  administrative  expenses  to  government  con- 
tracts and  grants.  Pursuant  to  the  Single  Audit  Act,  these  rates  are 
negotiated  at  each  university  with  a  lead  Federal  agency,  and  all 
other  agencies  are  required  to  honor  those  rates.  In  most  cases,  al- 
lowable overhead  rates  for  activities  conducted  on-campus  are  on 
the  order  of  50  to  70  percent  of  direct  costs. 

To  the  extent  that  the  lead  agencies  are  in  committees  that  are 
other  than  this  committee,  I  guess  we  will  have  to  go  elsewhere. 

In  what  universities  or  institutions  is  the  DOT  the  lead  agency? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Let  me  make  a  distinction  here.  The  Single  Audit 
Act,  A- 128,  as  it  is  commonly  referred  to,  relates  to  States,  munici- 
pal governments,  and  local  governments.  There  is  a  separate  set  of 
rules  that  apply  to  colleges,  universities,  and  non-profit  organiza- 
tions. That  is  OMB  circular  A-133. 

These  are  in  fact  very  similar. 
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Mr.  Carr.  So  universities  are  not  covered  by  the  Single  Audit 
Act? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  No,  it  is  A-133.  But  the  process  in  A-128  and  the 
process  in  A-133  are  virtually  identical.  You  in  fact  have  a  lead 
agency.  You  have  a  requirement  under  certain  circumstances  for 
annual  audits.  Those  audits  have  to  be  submitted  to  the  lead 
agency.  The  lead  agency  checks  the  quality  of  the  audit,  and  then 
submits  it  to  the  rest  of  the  Federal  Government. 

A-133  is  a  fairly  new  circular.  It  was  issued  about  2  years  ago. 
0MB  currently  has  an  effort  ongoing  where  they  are  looking  to 
have  the  Commerce  Clearinghouse  in  the  Census  Bureau  gather 
statistics  as  to  how  much  non-profit  business  out  there  the  Govern- 
ment is  actually  doing.  Then  based  on  that,  0MB  is  looking  to  des- 
ignate the  points  of  primary  interest  that  is  to  identify  which  agen- 
cies would  have  responsibilities  for  looking  at  the  quality  of  the 
audit  work. 

It  is  expected  that  when  that  is  done  most  of  the  colleges  and 
universities  will  come  under  the  cognizance  of  HHS  and  the  De- 
partment of  Education.  The  Department  of  Transportation  estima- 
tion when  we  started  was  that  we  would  probably  have  no  more 
than  about  50  non-profit  colleges  and  universities  wheT-'*  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  would  have  cognizance. 

We  don't  know  which  ones  those  are  right  now.  That  is  a  very 
confusing  issue.  There  may  be,  in  fact,  some  of  those  falling 
through  the  cracks. 

OVERHEAD  RATES — COLLEGES  AND  UNIVERSITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  like  to  work  with  you  more  on  this. 

What  drives  me  a  little  crazy  is  that  the  overhead  rates  we  hear 
about  from  some  of  these  universities  are  truly  astounding.  I  have 
a  couple  in  my  own  area — Michigan  State  University  and  the  Uni- 
versity of  Michigan  are  in  my  area.  They  have  a  variety  of  ration- 
ales for  what  is  included  in  the  cost  and  what  is  not  and  what  is 
above  the  line  and  below  the  line.  It  is  very  confusing,  to  say  the 
least. 

But  if  we're  to  believe  what  we  hear — overhead  rates  of  70  per- 
cent and  60  percent?  If  that  was  a  charity,  they  would  be  criticized 
for  taking  that  amount  of  money  for  administration. 

The  other  thing  that  bothers  me  a  little  bit  is  the  notion  that 
Health  and  Human  Services  and  the  Department  of  Education  fa- 
cilities at  a  university  are  going  to  have  a  significantly  different 
perspective  from  DOT.  The  overhead  rates  that  they  negotiate  and 
their  interests  in  a  relationship  with  a  particular  university  are 
going  to  be  sufficiently  different.  DOT  is  going  to  pay  for  the  rela- 
tionship that  they  want  to  create. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  idea  is  to  have  one  overhead  rate  that  applies 
to  all  of  the  departments  across-the-board,  that  there  wouldn't  be  a 
separate  overhead  rate  for  DOT  and  a  separate  one  for  HHS. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  the  idea.  I  am  expressing  a  lack  of  confi- 
dence in  HHS  and  the  Department  of  Education  to  be  tough  nego- 
tiators with  colleges  and  universities  beyond  the  interests  that  they 
particularly  want  to  protect  for  their  own  departments. 
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Mr.  DeCarli.  Both  of  those  organizations,  as  a  result  of  the  Stan- 
ford issue,  the  kinds  of  things  that  were  included  in  the  overhead 
rates  at  Stanford  and  well  as  problems  at  some  of  the  other  schools 
that  came  to  light  about  a  year  and  a  half  ago — have  been  more 
extensively  involved  in  looking  at  the  overhead  rates  and  what  is 
included  in  them. 

I  can  get  some  information  from  HHS  and  Education  as  to  how 
intensive  their  effort  has  been  since  the  Stanford  issue,  but  I  think 
it  has  been  quite  heavy. 

OVERHEAD  RATES — UNIVERSITY  OF  MICHIGAN 

Mr.  Carr.  Here  is  one  I  would  like  you  to  look  at  in  my  own 
home  area.  I  don't  want  any  kind  of  formal  investigation,  but  I 
would  like  for  you  to  make  some  phone  calls  to  see  if  my  hunch  is 
right. 

My  guess  is  that  the  University  of  Michigan  in  Ann  Arbor — the 
lead  agency  is  probably  the  Department  of  Education  or  HHS.  Staff 
tells  me  it  is  HHS. 

Also  at  the  University  of  Michigan  is  a  very  valuable  institute 
called  the  University  of  Michigan  Transportation  Research  Insti- 
tute, UMTRI. 

I  raise  this  because  at  least  at  a  threshold  level,  UMTRI  was 
founded  by  a  grant  from  the  Motor  Vehicles  Manufacturers  Asso- 
ciation in  the  early  days  when  we  were  just  starting  EPA  certifica- 
tions and  safety  testing. 

Because  of  a  variety  of  antitrust  considerations,  the  inability  of 
the  companies  to  meet  together  to  discuss  testing  methodologies 
and  a  few  other  things  that  were  going  to  be  necessary  in  the  new 
era  of  Federal  regulation  of  automobile  manufacturers,  the  auto- 
mobile companies  contributed  money  through  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Manufacturers  Association,  which  then  essentially  endowed  the 
University  of  Michigan  UMTRI. 

As  far  as  I  know — and  this  is  all  subject  to  checking.  I  need  some 
help  in  doing  some  homework  here,  but  as  far  as  I  know,  the  uni- 
versity donated  the  land  on  which  the  building  sits,  but  the  build- 
ing itself  was  purchased  through  the  grant.  I  don't  know  who  pays 
for  the  heat,  the  water,  and  the  lights.  I  do  know  that  all  the 
people  there  are  University  of  Michigan  faculty  members.  Obvious- 
ly, the  University  of  Michigan  has  some  administrative  responsibil- 
ity for  perhaps  procurement  and  contract  management  and  bene- 
fits and  salaries  and  things  like  that. 

But  much  of  this  institute  was  privately  endowed — and  then 
later  on  it  became  one  of  the  transportation  university  research 
centers  under  the  law.  About  25  percent  of  their  money,  if  I  am  not 
mistaken,  comes  from  the  Federal  Government,  either  DOT  or  the 
Department  of  Defense  working  on  transportation  research. 

For  those  grants  to  be  charged  the  overhead  that  HHS  would  ne- 
gotiate, the  University  of  Michigan,  where  Health  and  Human 
Services  is  done  in  laboratories  that  are  university-owned  and  built 
laboratories  for  which  the  university  has  bonded  indebtedness  to 
build  the  facility,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation may — and  I  underscore  may — be  paying  more  than  its  fair 
share  of  overhead  under  that  circumstance. 
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I  am  not  accusing  anybody  of  any  wrongdoing  here,  but  transpor- 
tation is  such  a  small  and  unique  kind  of  activity  that  when  we  do 
university  research  it  seems  to  me  highly  probable  as  a  hunch  that 
we're  paying  more  for  overhead  than  we  should. 

It  is  really  draining  transportation  dollars  into  university  oper- 
ations and  administration. 

I  would  like  you  to  look  into  that. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  will  do  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  be  interested  in  seeing  if  we  couldn't  get  our 
friends  at  0MB  to  carve  out  an  exception  because  there  isn't  very 
much  that  transportation  does  at  universities. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  spend  about  $49  million  a  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  take  the  average  rates,  $25  million  of  that  is 
going  to  universities  and  $24  million  is  going  to  research.  It  is  an 
area  that  I  would  like  us  to  work  at. 

We  have  some  other  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  the  record 
that  are  in  detail  on  that  particular  point. 

LOWERING  OF  UNIVERSITY  OVERHEAD  CHARGES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Administration  has  recently  indicated  that  it  will 
seek  to  lower  university  overhead  charges  in  order  to  reduce  the 
costs  of  university  research  to  the  Federal  Government.  Is  this  a 
good  idea  in  your  view?  Why? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  is  no  doubt  that  reducing  unnecessary  overhead  is  a  good  idea.  Reducing 
funds  spent  to  provide  administrative  support  increases  the  funds  available  for 
actual  research  efforts.  Making  organizations  more  efficient  by  eliminating  excess 
space  and  equipment,  consolidating  administrative  support  functions,  and  other 
similar  actions  are  always  beneficial. 

GUIDANCE  TO  COLLEGES  AND  UNIVERSITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  At  hearings  before  the  House  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  last  year,  the  GAO  testified  that  OMB's  guidance  was 
"inadequate  for  determining  the  types  of  allowable  costs  and  how 
these  costs  should  be  properly  allocated  among  university  func- 
tions." These  problems  occurred  because  the  guidance  was  "vague, 
inconsistent,  or  absent  altogether". 

What  has  been  done  to  correct  this  situation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

To  curb  abuses  in  educational  institution  practices  involving  indirect  costs  associ- 
ated with  Government-funded  research,  0MB  revised  its  Circular  A-21,  "Cost  Prin- 
ciples for  Educational  Institutions."  The  revisions  take  into  account  comments  re- 
ceived from  Congress,  universities  and  research  scientists.  The  revision  capped  the 
administrative  portion  of  educational  institutions'  indirect-costs  rates  at  26  percent 
and  required  educational  institutions  to  certify  that  no  unallowable  costs  are  includ- 
ed in  any  proposal  to  establish  indirect  cost  rates.  It  also  specified  a  number  of  costs 
that  were  unallowable  and  established  new  limitations  on  charges  for  advertising, 
public  relations,  and  travel. 

UNIVERSITY  TRANSPORTATION  CENTERS  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  recent  audit,  you  found  that  DOT's  university 
transportation  centers  program  was  not  being  run  effectively.  You 
concluded  that  the  Department  had  only  limited  assurance  that: 
the  schools  were  serving  as  regional  transportation  centers,  that  re- 
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search  conducted  was  effective,  or  that  technology  transfer  was 
being  adequately  addressed. 

What  actions  have  you  recommended  to  the  Department  to  im- 
prove its  management  of  this  program,  and  what  has  been  its  re- 
sponse? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  recommended  that  RSPA  issue  guidelines  for  conducting  periodic  review  of 
the  UTCs  to  ensure  that  program  objectives  have  been  met  before  additional  fund- 
ing is  awarded.  We  also  recommended  that  RSPA  conduct  a  risk  assessment  of  the 
UTC  Program  as  part  of  RSPA's  Management  Control  Plan. 

In  its  response,  RSPA  stated  that  guidelines  for  conducting  annual  reviews  will  be 
issued  by  June  1993  to  ensure  that  UTCs  comply  with  program  requirements.  A  risk 
assessment  of  the  UTC  Program  was  performed  in  September  1992.  These  actions 
were  responsive  to  our  recommendations. 

UNIVERSITY-CONDUCTED  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  assessment  of  DOT's  coordination  of  this 
program  with  other  university-conducted  research  funded  by  the 
modal  administrations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  UTC  audit  did  not  disclose  any  duplication  with  university  research  funded 
by  other  modal  administrations.  However,  we  found  that  there  had  not  been  much 
coordination  of  university  research  among  modal  administrations.  While  RSPA 
chairs  the  DOT  R&D  Coordinating  Council,  established  to  provide  oversight  on  the 
formulation  and  conduct  of  DOT's  R&D  Programs,  the  Council  has  met  only  once  in 
FY  1992  and  did  not  coordinate  university  research.  To  improve  coordination  and 
prevent  duplication  of  surface  transportation  research,  including  research  conducted 
by  universities,  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  au- 
thorized a  National  Council  on  Surface  Transportation  Research.  However,  the  Na- 
tional Council  has  not  yet  been  established. 

Our  audit  found  that  FAA  had  considered  the  UTC  program  weaknesses  in  estab- 
lishing procedures  for  their  Centers  of  Excellence  Program  to  prevent  similar  weak- 
nesses. 

CONTRACTING  PRACTICES  AT  DOT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  area  of  contracting  policy  and  oversight,  last 
year,  the  DOT  formed  a  SWAT  team  to  examine  contracting  prac- 
tices in  the  Department.  This  effort  was  part  of  a  Government-wide 
review  of  civilian  agency  contracting  mandated  by  0MB. 

Given  the  Department's  past  contracting  problems,  I  want  to  dis- 
cuss some  of  the  findings  of  the  SWAT  team  with  you. 

First,  one  finding  was  that  the  contractors  have  been  submitting 
unallowable  costs,  and  that  the  burden  has  been  left  with  the  Gov- 
ernment to  find  out  and  question  the  costs.  Auditing  these  costs 
has  largely  been  the  responsibility  of  the  Defense  Contract  Audit 
Agency.  The  team  recommended  that  DOT  contracts  be  subject  to 
penalties  for  unallowable  costs,  as  currently  required  for  defense 
contracts. 

Is  this  change  being  implemented?  If  not,  why  not? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  That  change  is  being  implemented.  OMB  adopted  it 
and  is  trying  to  implement  it  throughout  the  entire  Government. 
At  the  time  the  SWAT  team  review  was  done  it  was  limited  to  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  quote  one  part  of  this  report:  "It  has  been 
pointed  out  by  DOT's  procurement  management  division  that  the 
Federal  acquisition  regulation  does  not  require  contractors  to 
submit  invoices/vouchers  for  payment  under  cost  reimbursement 
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contracts  in  a  format  which  is  conducive  to  analysis  of  allowable 
incurred  costs.  "In  DOT,  some  contracting  activities  do  not  require  a 
breakdown  of  costs  nor  other  information  or  documentation  to 
support  the  billed  costs." 

Appropriate  record-keeping  should  come  naturally  to  trained 
contracting  personnel,  one  would  think.  Why  are  these  problems  so 
evident?  How  is  the  problem  being  addressed? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  At  the  time  of  the  review  there  was  quite  a  bit  of 
confusion  as  to  who  ought  to  be  doing  the  reviews  of  invoices  and 
whether  or  not  they  were  even  required  at  the  time  of  payment. 

I  don't  know  how  that  was  ultimately  disposed  of,  but  I  can  find 
out  and  provide  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  you  check,  please? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Yes. 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  finding  addressing  who  should  review  and  approve  contractors'  invoices  as  well 
as  whether  invoices  were  reviewed  before  payment  was  developed  at  DOT  during 
the  SWAT  Review  of  Civilian  Agency  contracting.  The  review  concluded  that  vouch- 
ers are  reviewed  and  approved  prior  to  payment.  However,  the  process  is  not  con- 
sistent throughout  DOT  and  vouchers  are  not  necessarily  reviewed  by  a  contracting 
officer  prior  to  certification  for  payment.  In  addition,  the  requirement  for  contract- 
ing officer's  review  and  approval  of  invoices  is  not  clearly  stated  in  the  Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation  (FAR).  As  a  result  of  the  review,  the  SWAT  Steering  Commit- 
tee recommended  the  FAR  be  amended.  Also,  DOT  is  examining  its  policy  regarding 
invoice  review  and  approval.  Pending  a  FAR  change,  procedures  will  be  developed 
at  DOT  to  require  contracting  officers  to  review  and  approve  contractor  invoices. 
DOT  has  not  established  an  implementation  date. 

DOT  has  drafted  revised  procedures  requiring  review  and  approval  by  contracting 
officers.  The  revised  procedures  are  expected  to  be  effective  October  1,  1993.  0MB  is 
pursuing  related  changes  to  the  FAR. 

CONTRACT  ADMINISTRATION  IN  DOT 

Mr.  Carr.  Also  according  to  the  SWAT  team  report,  contract  ad- 
ministration within  DOT  was  receiving  too  low  a  priority.  This  was 
attributed  to  "resource  limitations". 

Did  the  modes  simply  tell  the  team  this,  or  was  it  independently 
verified? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  This  issue  was  actually  one  that  we  raised.  If  you 
look  at  the  reports  we  have  issued  over  time,  you  will  find  recur- 
ring themes  about  problems  with  property  administration,  quality 
control,  the  invoice  processing.  Those  are  the  kind  of  things  that 
are  all  part  of  contract  administration. 

Clearly,  in  the  Department  of  Transportation  the  focus  is  on 
awarding  contracts.  We  want  to  get  the  money  obligated,  and  in 
some  cases  we  don't  do  a  very  good  job  doing  that  because  we  have 
poor  specifications  and  everj^hing  seems  to  be  hurried. 

So  once  you  get  the  contract  issued,  you  quit  worrying  about  it 
for  quite  awhile.  That  is  the  problem.  It  is  the  back-end  to  the 
award  that  is  not  getting  sufficient  attention. 

MANAGEMENT  OF  SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  That  raises  the  issue  that  is  presently  with  us  in  the 
supplemental  that  some  of  us  have  been  worried  about.  The  more 
you  increase  the  velocity  of  money  and  the  pressure  to  increase  the 
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velocity  of  money,  the  lower  the  standards  are  and  the  lower  the 
follow  through  on  contract  management. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  You're  absolutely  right,  but  it  is  not  only  limited  to 
Federal  Government  contracts.  Those  same  kinds  of  concerns  per- 
tain to  grantee's.  Are  they  going  to  do  the  quality  assurance  testing 
to  make  sure  that  the  concrete  meets  the  specifications?  Are  they 
going  to  reject  it  if  it  doesn't?  Are  we  going  to  get  pay  adjustments 
if  they  accept  something  less  than  what  we  contracted  for? 

Those  same  kinds  of  questions  absolutely  apply.  Once  you  issue 
the  contract  you  ought  to  demand  delivery  of  what  you  paid  for. 

INADEQUATE  CONTRACT  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  Carr.  We  need  your  help  and  we  will  do  what  we  can  to 
make  sure  that  the  money  is  spent  correctly.  I  would  hope  that  the 
IG  would  visit  with  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  tell  him  of 
the  IG's  findings  with  regard  to  contract  and  grant  management, 
particularly  as  a  function  of  speed.  I  think  we  have  some  people 
who  are  trying  to  do  the  right  thing  by  the  country,  who  are  none- 
theless uninformed  about  some  of  these  relationships  of  speed  and 
velocity  of  money  and  the  management  problems  that  come  along 
with  them. 

This  Committee  has  always  been  on  the  side  of  doing  it  right,  not 
quick.  I  think  I  have  expressed  myself  with  regard  to  this  supple- 
mental appropriation  in  that  record.  Probably  too  much. 

What  is  the  real  impact  of  inadequate  contract  administration? 
Does  that  mean  that  Federal  funds  are  wasted? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  In  the  case  of  pavement,  you  could  get  a  shorter 
life,  you  might  have  to  do  more  maintenance  on  that  pavement, 
and  you  may  have  to  replace  it  quicker.  That  is  just  one  example. 

It  manifests  itself  in  many  different  ways,  depending  on  the 
product  you're  dealing  with. 

Mr.  Carr.  One  suggestion  was  that  DOT  identify  minimum  ac- 
ceptable contract  administration  needs,  and  consider  alternatives 
for  satisfying  these  requirements,  such  as  obtaining  outside  assist- 
ance from  the  Defense  Contracts  Management  Command.  How 
would  these  activities  address  the  problems  within  DOT? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  By  assigning  DOT  contract  administration  to  a  cen- 
tral organization,  like  Defense — you  end  up  with  one  contract  ad- 
ministration organization  in  a  company.  Right  now,  if  you  were  to 
go  to  a  company,  you  might  find  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  a  pres- 
ence, the  Department  of  Defense  has  a  presence,  and  some  of  the 
other  agencies  have  a  presence  if  they  are  buying  from  the  contrac- 
tor. 

Clearly,  that  is  inefficient  and  by  consolidating  and  contract  ad- 
ministration in  one  organization  we  can  improve  on  that  in  effi- 
ciency. 

I  don't  think  you  are  going  to  get  a  better  contract  administra- 
tion without  putting  more  resources  into  it.  Clearly,  Defense  isn't 
going  to  pick  up  our  contract  administrator  work,  without  addition- 
al resources  or  dollars.  It  would  either  have  to  be  on  a  reimbursa- 
ble basis  or  by  adding  resources  to  Defense. 

Defense  has  much  stronger  contract  administration  organizations 
than  we  have.  If  you  look  at  the  Air  Force,  they  have  in  plant  rep- 
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resentatives  that  look  at  property  administration.  They  do  fairly 
stringent  testing.  They  do  extensive  quality  control  work. 

That's  the  kind  of  post  award  administration  the  Department  of 
Transportation  really  isn't  doing  much  of. 

ig's  contract  administration  oversight 

Mr.  Carr.  Contractors  are  allowed  to  charge  the  Government  for 
a  certain  percentage  of  their  overhead  costs,  which  is  called  the  in- 
direct cost  rate.  The  SWAT  team  found  that  DOT  does  not  monitor 
the  ICR  process,  instead  leaving  it  up  to  the  Defense  Contract 
Audit  Agency.  However,  the  report  also  noticed  that  there  is  a 
backlog  in  DCAA  audits,  including  final  ICR  audits,  of  as  much  as 
3  to  5  years. 

Should  the  IG  become  more  centrally  involved  in  this  audit 
work,  to  ensure  that  proper  oversight  is  given? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  I  agree  that  there  is  a  large  backlog.  It  would  be 
difficult  for  the  IG  to  do  that  work.  The  problem  we  have  is  that 
we  would  be  creating  duplication  with  Defense  Contract  Audit 
Agency. 

There  is  really  no  reason  and  no  room  to  have  a  second  and  third 
Federal  agency  doing  the  same  thing.  You  are  going  to  see  a 
change  in  the  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  workload  mix. 

The  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  has  indicated  that  because 
of  Congressional  pressures,  they  are  going  to  put  more  emphasis  on 
agency  work.  They're  going  to  try  to  clean  up  the  backlog.  With 
the  decline  in  defense  work,  right  now  they  are  actually  looking  for 
business  as  opposed  to  where  they  were  2  years  ago  when  clearly 
their  focus  was  defense.  At  that  time,  the  rest  of  the  civil  agencies 
that  used  DCAA  for  their  work  were  really  on  a  back  step. 

I  think  you  will  see  a  change  in  DCAA  focus.  They  have  commit- 
ted to  getting  that  backlog  eliminated  by  1997  or  1998.  It  is  a  long 
way  out,  but  there  is  a  commitment  there  to  do  it. 

CLOSEOUT  AUDIT  BACKLOG 

Mr.  Carr.  At  the  recommendation  of  this  Subcommittee,  the 
Congress  last  year  approved  additional  IG  funding  to  more  quickly 
work  off  the  backlog  of  closeout  audits  and  overhead  audits.  Has 
this  backlog  been  eliminated,  and  have  steps  been  taken  to  prevent 
the  problem  from  recurring  in  the  near  future? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  backlog  has  not  been  eliminated.  If  I  were  to 
look  at  my  reports  today  there  are  probably  about  600  contract 
audits  in  the  backlog,  probably  about  half  of  them  would  be  the 
pre-award  audits  where  we  are  looking  to  get  an  audit  before  we 
make  a  contract  award. 

The  other  half  would  be  post-award,  or  indirect  costs  audits.  That 
is  exactly  what  we're  focusing  on  with  DCAA.  We  have  given  them 
all  the  money  that  you  appropriated  to  us.  We  have  come  to  an 
agreement  with  DCAA  that  this  much  money  is  available  to  do 
work  to  catch  up  on  that  backlog. 

They  have  estimated  the  number  of  hours  it  would  take  to  do  it. 
Clearly,  there  is  a  commitment  from  DCAA  to  focus  in  on  reducing 
our  backlog. 


333 


"should  cost"  audits 


Mr.  Carr.  The  GAO  has  recently  recommended  expanded  use  of 
overhead  rate  "should  cost"  reviews,  cost  monitoring  reviews,  oper- 
ational audits  at  contractor  facilities,  and  other  audit  activities 
which  have  been  successful  at  reducing  costs  on  DOD  contracts, 
which  have  not  been  widely  used  in  civilian  agencies  like  DOT. 

Would  these  types  of  audit  activities  assist  in  addressing  the 
problems  noted  by  the  SWAT  team? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  I  think  "should  cost"  audits  are  always  very  good 
to  try  to  find  out  where  inefficiencies  are  in  contractor  operations 
and  can  be  used  to  drive  down  costs. 

Normally,  they  are  not  done  by  DCAA.  There  is  usually  a  panel 
of  procurement  experts  and  logistic  experts,  the  kind  of  people  who 
would  go  in  and  look  at  a  company,  how  they  are  operating  and  see 
how  they  can  work  more  efficiently.  They  are  not  going  to  reduce 
the  backlog  that  we  have  of  incurred  cost  audit  work. 

They  are  nice  to  have.  Even  Defense  has  cut  back  on  them  be- 
cause they  are  so  expensive  to  do.  They  take  a  sizable  staff  if 
you're  dealing  with  a  big  company. 

OVERCHARGING  ON  UNIVERSITY  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Carr.  It  might  be  interesting  to  do  one  of  those  at  a  universi- 
ty, too. 

Speaking  of  universities,  it  is  distressing  that  it  took  the  uncover- 
ing of  a  national  scandal  involving  overcharging  on  university  con- 
tracts, and  well-publicized  hearings  by  the  House  Energy  and  Com- 
merce Committee,  to  prod  the  Executive  Branch  into  such  a 
review. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  kind  of  review  should  be  a  normal  ongo- 
ing kind  of  a  review  and  that  it  shouldn't  wait  for  some  Congres- 
sional investigation  to  open  this  up. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  One  of  the  problems  you  have  in  both  the  Single 
Audit  Act  and  A- 133,  which  pertains  to  the  universities  is  that  the 
focus  of  those  audits  are  on  financial  statements.  The  financial 
statement  audit,  for  the  most  part,  does  not  give  managers  the 
kind  of  information  they  would  like  to  have  to  effectively  manage  a 
grant  and  make  sure  that  it  has  accomplishing  what  it  was  intend- 
ed to  or  that  it  is  being  managed  efficiently. 

Those  are  problems  that  are  recognized  in  the  Executive  Branch. 
There  is  a  GAO  study  and  a  PCIE  study  ongoing  on  how  to  make 
those  tools  more  effective. 

Before  A- 128  was  passed,  we  were  auditing  about  10  percent  of 
the  grants,  but  they  very  detailed  audits.  When  we  finished  doing 
an  audit  of  a  grant,  we  knew  all  the  requirements  and  how  it  was 
working.  But  90  percent  of  the  grantees  were  never  looked  at.  So 
Congress  changed  the  way  we  did  businesses  and  decided  to  look  at 
100  percent  of  the  grantees.  Now  we  only  look  at  them  very  nar- 
rowly. These  audits  give  you  a  different  focus  and  you  are  ending 
up  with  a  financial  statement  that  doesn't  really  tell  a  whole  lot 
about  how  that  grant  is  being  managed.  That  is  one  of  the  prob- 
lems we  have  today. 
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OVERSIGHT  OF  STIMULUS  PACKAGE  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Before  going  on  to  another  section,  Mr.  Price,  do  you 
have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First  let  me  return  for  the  moment  to  the  supplemental.  You 
may  have  asked  this  question,  but  I  didn't  hear  the  entire  ex- 
change. 

As  you  know,  in  our  report  accompanying  the  stimulus  package, 
we  instructed  the  Secretary  to  enter  discussions  with  the  IG  to  pre- 
vent possible  problems  in  the  distribution  of  these  funds.  I  wonder 
if  you  have  already  had  those  kinds  of  discussions  and  what  you 
anticipate  along  those  lines.  Do  you  think  you're  making  progress 
in  anticipating  the  kind  of  oversight  you  think  this  will  require? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  I  have  not  discussed  it  with  the  Secretary,  but  the 
IG  may  have.  I  really  can't  answer  with  any  specificity. 

A  lot  of  the  money  that  is  going  to  be  spent  is  going  to  go  out 
through  a  formula  grant  program. 

Mr.  Price.  Most  of  it  will  be  distributed  through  formulas. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Once  that  money  is  distributed  to  the  States,  it  is 
up  to  the  States  to  ensure  that  it  is  being  used  on  good  projects.  If 
it  is  Federal  Highway  money,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
has  a  rigorous  review  process  where  they  look  at  the  plans  and 
specifications  and  in  fact  approve  the  plans  and  specifications 
before  the  project  is  done. 

So  if  it  is  Highway  money,  you  have  the  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration and  then  you  have  the  Single  Audit  Act  that  looks  at 
that  part  of  it. 

If  it  is  Federal  Transit  money,  particularly  the  bus  piece  of  it, 
most  of  that  is  going  to  go  out  on  the  discretionary  side. 

We  have  looked  at  the  process  by  which  FTA  distributes  discre- 
tionary grant  funds.  We  have  talked  about  some  problems  that  we 
have  had  in  the  past  with  using  funding  for  buses,  particularly  the 
peak  period  requirements  and  how  you  decide  how  many  buses 
ought  to  be  in  a  transit  system,  and  also  the  life  of  buses,  whether 
they  ought  to  be  12  years  or  15  years. 

We  have  been  in  most  of  the  areas  that  would  be  impacted  by 
the  supplemental.  We  do  have  some  concerns.  You  have  to  make 
sure  that  the  specifications  on  the  contract  are  right  and  that  you 
are  in  fact  getting  that  quality  work,  but  that  is  no  different  than 
what  we  have  on  anything  else  that  we  normally  look  at. 

Mr.  Price.  It  may  not  be  different  in  kind,  but  certainly  there  is 
a  certain  visibility  and  a  certain  speeded  up  implementation  with 
these  efforts  that  I  would  think  would  require  your  special  atten- 
tion. Certainly,  that  is  the  intention  of  the  subcommittee  report. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  key  will  be  to  make  sure  that  all  the  internal 
controls  that  are  established  for  the  normal  programs  are  complied 
with.  For  example,  if  it  takes  an  engineering  review,  did  it  have  an 
engineering  review  this  time  or  was  that  bypassed  in  order  to  get 
the  money  on  the  street  quicker?  I  think  that  is  the  kind  of  review 
we  ought  to  do  on  these  programs.  We  need  to  make  sure  they 
went  through  all  the  checkpoints  that  would  normally  be  estab- 
lished for  a  project. 

I  am  in  a  position  to  commit  to  doing  that  kind  of  a  review. 
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Mr.  Price.  Good. 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  on  that? 

Mr.  Price.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  really  like  your  last  answer  because  I  think  this 
Committee  wants  you  to  do  that  and  be  very  aggressive  about  it. 

We  had  testimony  from  our  new  Secretary  that  in  order  to  meet 
the  60-day  deadline  they  were  going  to  jump-start  the  PS&E  ap- 
provals in  the  various  regions.  I  have  the  same  concern  as  the  gen- 
tlemen from  North  Carolina  and  Virginia  have.  You  have  a  new 
Administration,  you  have  a  lot  of  well-intended  civil  servants  out 
there  who  are  trying  to  do  the  right  thing,  but  their  careers  are  on 
the  line,  too.  Their  future  advancement  is  on  the  line.  They  are 
told  to  spend  money  quickly. 

Suppose  a  State  who  has  a  department  that  is  responsible  to  a 
director,  that  is  responsible  to  a  Governor,  who  has  also  talked  to 
the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  and  they  say 
they  can  use  the  money  and  get  the  work  out.  They  say  they  could 
do  it  within  60  days. 

So  the  word  goes  back  down  the  chain,  "Now  get  it  done.  Don't 
worry  about  the  details.  Don't  worry  about  the  fine  points  of  engi- 
neering. Don't  take  your  time  on  this.  Get  the  stuff  out." 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  do  want  to  create  work  in  this  country, 
and  we  do  have  infrastructure  needs.  We  want  to  get  this  done. 

But  I  am  a  little  worried  about  this  pressure  cooker  environment 
on  technical  people  that  would  cause  them  to  compromise  their  un- 
derstanding of  what  the  law  and  good  judgment  requires. 

I  might  say  to  both  my  colleagues  that  I  had  a  phone  call  last 
night  from  Director  Panetta  and  a  phone  call  this  morning  with 
the  Secretary.  They  have  agreed  to  extend  it  to  90  days.  I  would 
have  hoped  that  we  could  drop  the  entire  use-it-or-lose-it  rule  be- 
cause I  think  it  puts  too  much  pressure  on  technical  people  and  po- 
liticizes a  technical  environment. 

But  given  what  we  know  about  the  PS&E  process  and  how  long 
it  takes  to  put  out  a  request  for  bid  and  get  a  bid  back,  we  knew 
that  60  days  was  pushing  the  limit.  Hopefully,  within  a  90-day  time 
frame  the  Secretary  will  not  have  his  people  at  FHwA  trying  to 
pre-jump-start  the  PS&E  process.  I  think  the  PS&E  process  is  a  val- 
uable process  and  it  ought  to  go  deliberately,  not  with  excessive 
speed.  With  90  days,  I  think  there  is  a  hope  that  we  get  that  done. 

I  hope  that  in  today's  markup  this  afternoon  Chairman  Natcher 
will  be  making  an  amendment  to  change  our  bill.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  asking  his  questions. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  I  am  not  clear  yet,  but  the  wording  in  the  stimulus 
package  was  that  the  acquisition  had  to  be  started.  I  don't  know 
whether  that  meant  that  the  contract  had  to  be  awarded  in  90 
days,  or  the  solicitation  had  to  be  out  for  bid.  I  am  not  clear  as  to 
how  far  along  it  had  to  be  within  the  use-it-or-lose-it  time  frame. 

Mr.  Carr.  Under  the  language  they  gave  us  it  was  that  bids  be 
received. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Contract  not  awarded,  but  bids  received? 

Mr.  Carr.  Right.  PS&E  normally  takes  about  2  weeks,  a  bid  is 
out  for  4  weeks,  so  if  anything  got  delayed  a  week  or  2  weeks,  you 
are  past  your  60  days  and  you  lose  it. 
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I  am  confident  that  they  can  get  bid  requests  out  and  I  am  confi- 
dent that  the  contractors  are  going  to  get  them  back  in  4  weeks.  I 
was  worried  about  the  PS&E  getting  short  circuited.  Under  a  90- 
day  time  frame  I  think  we  are  a  little  better  off.  As  I  said,  I  wish 
we  would  not  have  had  this  procedure  at  all,  this  use-it-or-lose-it 
provision.  There  are  some  States  who  will  lose  it  anyway  because 
they  have  some  unusual  problems.  Connecticut  has  a  problem.  I 
think  Florida  has  a  problem. 

But  the  Secretary  and  the  0MB  director  have  been  accommodat- 
ing to  the  Committee  on  this  point.  I  think  they  ought  to  be  ap- 
plauded for  meeting  us  half-way.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  raising 
the  questions  that  he  has  raised. 

BRITISH  AIRWAYS  INVESTMENT 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  DeCarli,  let  me  turn  to  another  matter  here  from 
your  April  to  September  1992  report. 

It  is  just  briefly  noted  there  that  you  are  looking  into  the  Depart- 
ment's review  of  the  USAir  British  Airways  investment  question, 
which  of  course  is  now  in  a  new  phase.  I  am  not  sure  what  the 
exact  status  of  that  is  at  this  time. 

But  in  terms  of  that  initial  review,  could  you  give  us  some  elabo- 
ration as  to  exactly  what  you  were  examining?  What  has  happened 
to  that  investigation? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  That  review  was  a  request  from  Senator  Sasser. 

Mr.  Price.  That  is  what  your  report  indicates. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  He  asked  us  to  see  how  it  was  proceeding.  The  par- 
ticular concern  was  the  issue  of  control,  whether  or  not  British  Air- 
ways would  in  fact  have  control  over  USAir  in  the  agreement  that 
was  being  processed. 

We  were  dealing  regularly  with  the  policy  staff  in  the  Depart- 
ment, getting  status  briefings  on  the  kinds  of  things  they  were 
looking  at.  We  were  looking  forward  to  reviewing  the  counsel  deci- 
sion with  respect  to  the  control  issue. 

But  we  really  didn't  get  beyond  that  because,  British  Airways 
withdrew  their  proposal.  We  never  had  to  make  a  decision  on  the 
control  question. 

Mr.  Price.  You  say  that  Senator  Sasser's  main  interest  in  re- 
questing this  seemed  to  be  the  issue  of  control? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  At  least  from  an  IG  standpoint,  that  was  the  main 
question,  yes. 

Mr.  Price.  To  what  extent  did  the  process  of  the  decisionmaking 
concern  you,  the  kinds  of  contacts  that  were  made,  the  kinds  of 
procedures  that  were  followed? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  did  look  at  that.  We  found  that  to  the  point  the 
issue  was  docketed  there  was  free  communications  allowed  between 
all  parties.  One  of  the  concerns  that  Senator  Sasser  had  was 
whether  or  not  the  Department  had  worked  with  USAir  and  Brit- 
ish Airways  to  structure  the  deal. 

We  didn't  find  that  had  occurred. 

Mr.  Price.  But  the  docketing  did  happen  late. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  docketing  happened  late.  The  docketing  on  the 
part  of  the  Department  was  delayed  to  keep  the  lines  of  communi- 
cation open.  But  subsequent  to  the  docketing,  to  the  best  of  our 
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knowledge,  there  were  no  communications  between  the  Depart- 
ment or  any  of  the  parties  with  respect  to  that  deal. 

Mr.  Price.  Was  the  docketing  later  than  it  should  have  been? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  There  is  no  set  time  frames  as  to  when  docketing 
can  take  place.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Department  could  have 
ruled  without  even  docketing  it. 

There  is  no  specific  pattern  in  the  Department  as  to  how  these 
kinds  of  actions  are  handled?  Some  of  them  have  not  been  docketed 
and  some  have  been  docketed.  There  is  no  specific  pattern  that  we 
could  see. 

Mr.  Price.  Tell  us  again,  if  you  will,  what  would  you  judge  to  be 
the  rationale  for  the  delay  in  docketing  in  this  case  to  be? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Clearly,  to  keep  the  communications  open  between 
the  parties. 

Mr.  Price.  It  is  a  process  that  obviously  can  be  abused.  In  your 
judgment,  should  there  be  firmer  rules? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  I  haven't  looked  at  it  close  enough  to  know.  This 
was  the  first  case  like  that  I  have  looked  at.  We  have  not  looked 
from  the  auditing  side  at  the  process  of  rulemaking.  The  IG  has  an 
effort  ongoing  by  our  Evaluation  staff  to  look  at  some  of  the  rule- 
making programs  and  how  they  work. 

dot's  rulemaking  actions 

Mr.  Price.  So  you  do  have  some  more  general  investigations  un- 
derway of  how  the  Department  makes  decisions? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  On  the  rulemakings,  yes. 

Mr.  Price.  What  has  stimulated  those  inquiries? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Part  of  it  is  clearly  the  Secretary's  concern  about 
how  long  it  takes  the  Department  to  issue  a  rulemaking  action. 

Mr.  Price.  This  is  something  that  has  been  undertaken  with  the 
new  Secretary.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Price.  And  the  concern  is 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  length  of  time  involved  in  rulemaking.  It 
doesn't  go  back  specifically  to  the  British  Airways  issue. 

Mr.  Price.  What  should  we  anticipate  in  the  way  of  your  office's 
work  in  this  kind  of  question?  Clearly,  there  is  an  issue  of  the  pro- 
tracted nature  of  these  procedures,  but  there  also  may  be  some 
questions  as  to  what  kind  of  timetable  should  be  followed  for  dock- 
eting, for  following  formalized  procedures,  for  making  certain  that 
contacts  are  appropriate.  Do  you  anticipate  some  kind  of  a  report 
on  this? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Inspections  and  Evaluations  will  be  making  recom- 
mendations to  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  Price.  So  at  this  point  it  is  an  informal  inquiry? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  part  we're  looking  at  right  now  is  specifically 
targeted  at  the  length  of  time  it  takes  to  issue  a  rulemaking  in  the 
Department  and  how  that  can  be  compressed.  That  is  the  focus  of 
the  current  effort. 
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usair/british  airways  investigation 

Mr.  Price.  And  as  far  as  the  US  Air/ British  Airways  investiga- 
tion is  concerned,  what  is  the  status  of  that?  What  is  the  bottom 
line  in  terms  of  your  conclusions? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Once  British  Airways  withdrew  the  offer,  we  noti- 
fied Senator  Sasser  that  we  were  curtailing  the  review  and  did 
nothing  beyond  that  point.  That  was  the  end  of  it. 

Mr.  Price.  So  that  is  essentially  a  dead  letter  at  this  point,  as  far 
as  you're  concerned? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Price,  I  don't  know  if  you  were  leading  up  to  this, 
but  I  think  it  is  interesting  that  with  regard  to  the  outside  ques- 
tions of  docketing. 

Is  there  some  mechanism  that  finds  out  who  contacts  the  Secre- 
tary during  this  period  of  time  that  there  isn't  any  docketing?  Both 
sides  hired  a  lot  of  outside  lawyers  and  high-powered  people.  Is 
there  anyone  that  looks  at  this?  Is  there  any  way  of  knowing  who 
contacted  anybody  during  that  period  of  time? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  You  know  there  were  contacts  made  between  the 
British  government  and  the  United  States  Government.  The  Secre- 
tary had  met  with  the  British  minister  of  transportation.  The  only 
way  anyone  could  know  that  they  didn't  talk  about  the  British  Air- 
ways deal  is  to  interview  the  Secretary  and  ask  specifically  if  the 
British  Airways/ US  Air  merger  was  discussed. 

To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  it  was  not  discussed.  The  discus- 
sions that  took  place  dealt  with  the  open  skies  issue  and  not  with 
the  merger  itself. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  about  all  the  law  firms  and  all  the  outside  lob- 
byists that  have  been  hired  during  that  period  of  time.  Was  there 
any  record  of  knowing  who  had  contacted  who  during  that  period 
of  time? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Other  than  interviews,  not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  it  is  just  wide  open  for  that  period  of  time. 

Mr.  Price.  The  gentleman  is  correct  that  this  is  indeed  what  I 
was  getting  at  with  the  question  I  was  raising  with  respect  to  the 
late  docketing  of  this  particular  case.  You  presented  that  as  possi- 
bly legitimate  in  terms  of  the  desire  to  encourage  informality,  free 
exchange.  At  what  point  does  that  become  open  to  abuse?  Further 
documentation  of  these  contacts  may  become  a  matter  of  the  public 
interest. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Some  cases  like  this  were  never  docketed  at  all. 
The  decision  could  be  made  without  even  going  through  the  docket- 
ing process. 

Mr.  Price.  What  do  you  think  of  that? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  In  the  case  of  British  Airways  that  would  have 
been  a  crazy  thing  to  do  in  view  of  the  issues  involved.  That  is  why 
the  Department  did  in  fact  docket  it.  They  needed  to  get  all  the 
pros  and  cons  of  doing  this.  But,  it  never  culminated  in  a  depart- 
mental decisions  because  of  the  withdrawal  by  British  Airways. 
The  withdrawal  came  because  it  became  pretty  clear  that  without 
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some  kind  of  an  open  skies  agreement,  there  wasn't  going  to  be  a 
DOT  approval. 

TELEPHONE  LOGS  AND  GRANT  AWARDS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  telephone  calls  logged  in  that  come  into  the  De- 
partment? What  about  meetings? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  meetings  we  would  find  on  calendars  and  log- 
books. Telephone  calls,  no. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  other  question  I  have  is  that  I  have  often  won- 
dered if  there  is  a  correlation.  Sometimes  the  number  of  grants 
that  are  given  to  localities  and  groups — is  there  any  correlation  be- 
tween those  who  are  successful  in  hiring  people  in  town  versus 
*  those  who  are  not  successful  in  hiring  here  in  town?  I  have  often 
thought  that  it  would  be  helpful  at  the  hearing  stage — and  I  don't 
know  how  you  would  do  this — to  ask  the  outside  witnesses.  Have 
you  retained  anybody  here?  Not  that  there  is  a  rebuttable  pre- 
sumption that  that  is  wrong,  but  just  on  the  information  basis.  It 
does  seem  that  the  more  disclosure  there  is  on  the  part  of  people, 
the  better  it  is. 

They  have  every  right  to  hire  somebody.  I  just  don't  know — how 
would  you  do  that?  How  would  you  track  down  where  the  grants 
are  going  versus  whether  or  not  there  has  been  a  retention  of 
somebody  in  town  to  work  for  them? 

Mr.  DeCaru.  You  know  where  the  grants  are  going  but  I  don't 
know  how  you  can  correlate  the  award  of  a  grant  to  whether  or  not 
there  was  somebody  in  town  who  was  hired  to  try  to  get  approval 
for  that  grant. 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  is  no  way  to  track  that? 

Mr.  DeCaru.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  no  further  ques- 
tions. 

department's  reprogramming  procedures 

Mr.  Price  [assuming  Chair].  We  will  pick  up  here  on  reprogram- 
ming procedures. 

At  the  request  of  this  committee,  the  Department  promulgated 
written  reprogramming  procedures  in  1992.  These  rationalized  and 
extended  many  of  the  procedures  already  in  effect  through  Con- 
gressional report  language.  Do  you  believe  that  these  written  pro- 
cedures provide  improved  financial  management  controls  for  the 
Department? 

Mr.  DeCarll  The  procedures  you  are  referring  to  specifically 
relate  to  the  FAA.  We  looked  at  the  F&E  account  back  about  a 
year  and  a  half  ago.  At  that  point  in  time  we  found  that  FAA  had 
not  fully  implemented  those  procedures.  At  the  point  in  time  we 
looked,  the  answer  was  no.  Whether  or  not  things  have  changed 
substantially  since  then,  I  can't  tell  you  because  we  haven't  looked. 

Mr.  Price.  You're  referring  to  your  audit,  right? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Price.  On  the  FAA? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Right. 
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Mr.  Price.  That  audit  showed  the  FAA  had  used  funds  in  viola- 
tion of  reprogramming  procedures.  And  you  had  a  similar  audit  on 
the  Coast  Guard.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DeCaru.  Yes.  That  was  at  the  research  center. 

Mr.  Price.  But  staff  tells  me  that  the  report  language  I  was  re- 
ferring to  was  Department-wide.  The  Department  promulgated 
these  procedures  in  1992. 

Mr.  DeCaru.  The  only  pieces  we  have  looked  at  was  the  FAA 
and  Coast  Guard.  I  can't  address  the  issue  Department-wide.  I 
don't  have  the  knowledge  of  reprogramming  actions  that  should 
have  taken  place,  but  didn't. 

Mr.  Price.  Do  you  have  any  further  suggestions  as  to  how  we  can 
make  sure  the  departmental  guidelines  are  actually  implemented 
by  the  different  modal  administrations? 

Mr.  DeCaru.  No.  As  I  said,  I  haven't  looked  at  that  in  detail. 

airport  grants — PAVING 

Mr.  Price.  Now  let's  turn  to  some  aviation  issues.  First  of  all, 
airport  grants. 

As  you  know,  most  of  the  FAA's  airport  improvement  program 
money  goes  out  to  airport  authorities  based  on  statutory  formulas 
with  little  project  oversight.  Several  of  your  recent  audits  have  un- 
covered weaknesses  in  the  FAA's  management  and  oversight  of 
these  grants.  Let's  discuss  some  of  these  findings. 

In  a  report  summarizing  audits  in  five  FAA  regions  in  1990,  you 
found  that  85  percent  of  the  pavement  accepted  by  airport  authori- 
ties was  either  insufficiently  tested  or  did  not  meet  certain  specifi- 
cations. Substandard  pavement  is  more  likely  to  need  premature 
replacement,  raising  long-term  Federal  costs. 

How  could  the  FAA  have  let  such  significant  problems  go  unno- 
ticed? 

Mr.  DeCaru.  The  FAA  had  given  this  money  to  the  grantees  and 
wasn't  ensuring  that  the  grantees  were  in  fact  doing  the  tests. 
When  the  tests  were  performed  and  the  material  was  found  not  to 
meet  specification,  they  weren't  either  rejecting  the  materials  or 
requiring  a  reduction  in  the  prices. 

So,  it  is  really  a  failure  by  the  grantee  in  not  adhering  to  the 
contractual  requirement  and  holding  the  contractor  to  those  re- 
quirements, and  by  the  FAA  in  their  oversight  of  the  grantee. 

faa's  performance-related  acceptance  tests 

Mr.  Price.  In  that  report,  you  recommended  that  the  FAA  link 
Federal  funding  to  performance-related  acceptance  tests;  improve 
grant  monitoring,  inspection,  and  review;  and  provide  greater 
training  for  FAA  grant  monitoring  staff. 

Has  the  FAA  taken  action  on  each  of  these  recommendations  to 
your  satisfaction? 

Mr.  DeCaru.  In  this  area  we  would  give  FAA  substantial  credit 
for  what  they  are  doing. 

On  March  29,  1992  FAA  issued  program  guidance  to  require 
sponsored  quality  control  plans  for  airport  pavement  construction 
and  limit  participation  in  substandard  paving  material.  In  July  of 
1992,  FAA  revised  the  specifications  to  require  statistically-based 
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quality  assurance  specifications.  FAA  is  planning  on  doing  the 
same  thing  for  concrete  in  June  of  1993. 

So  this  is  one  area  where  FAA  has  come  a  long  way  in  making 
the  kinds  of  improvements  we  felt  were  necessary. 

RECOGNITION  OF  FORMER  CHAIRMAN  LEHMAN 

Mr.  Carr  [resuming  chair].  Thank  you,  Mr.  Price,  for  sitting  in 
for  me. 

I  would  also  like  to  recognize  the  former  Chairman  of  our  sub- 
committee. Bill  Lehman,  who  is  paying  a  visit  to  us.  We  want  to 
say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  miss  you  and  we  miss  the 
orange  juice.  I  haven't  found  a  good  Michigan  substitute  for  the 
orange  juice  you  used  to  pass  out.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  come  back  and  pay  a  visit. 
Come  back  at  any  time. 

Atlanta's  hartsfield  airport 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  1990  review  at  Atlanta's  Hartsfield  Airport,  you 
found  that  the  FAA  was  not  ensuring  that  local  land  use  develop- 
ment policies  prevent  the  construction  of  homes  in  noise-impacted 
areas  near  the  airport,  even  though  airport  sponsors  are  required 
to  assure  the  FAA  that  effective  land  use  controls  are  in  place. 

This  could  cost  the  FAA  about  $800  million  in  Atlanta  alone, 
funds  which  could  be  put  to  better  use  if  the  FAA  more  effectively 
enforced  their  existing  grant  requirements. 

Have  your  original  recommendations  on  this  subject  been  imple- 
mented? If  not,  why  not? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  are  still  working  with  FAA  on  some  of  the  rec- 
ommendations. We  sent  this  report  to  resolution  because  FAA  did 
disagree  with  us.  The  remaining  issue  is  the  houses  that  are  left  in 
Atlanta  near  the  airport.  The  city  of  Atlanta  wants  to  be  fair  to  its 
people  and  pay  them  an  amount  similar  to  what  they  have  paid 
people  in  the  past.  They  don't  want  to  give  these  people  far  less 
money  for  noise  abatement  purposes  than  they  had  to  prior  partici- 
pants. 

FAA  is  trying  to  convince  Atlanta  that  if  they  want  to  do  that, 
they  are  more  than  welcome  to  do  it  but  it  has  to  be  city  money 
and  not  Federal  money.  The  FAA  is  still  dealing  with  the  city  to 
try  to  come  up  with  an  agreement  as  to  whether  or  not  there  will 
be  any  Federal  participation. 

We  have  started  the  audit  the  committee  asked  for  in  last  year's 
committee  report.  You  had  asked  for  a  nationwide  look  at  noise 
abatement.  We  have  that  underway  and  hope  to  get  back  with  you 
some  time  this  year  with  the  results. 

faa's  oversight  of  airport  development  grants 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  summing  up  on  some  of  these  audits,  is  there  any 
systemic  problem  in  the  FAA's  oversight  of  airport  development 
grants? 

Mr.  Weintrob.  I  don't  think  so.  Over  the  last  4  years  the  folks  in 
the  airports  and  at  FAA  have  done  an  increasingly  better  job  of 
being  very  strict  with  the  Federal  money. 
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Operating  in  an  environment  for  many  years  where  the  Federal 
Government  stood  back  and  let  the  localities  do  their  own  thing — 
gave  FAA  trouble  for  many  years.  But,  the  prior  airports  director 
at  FAA  was  one  that  was  noteworthy  and  successful. 

NOISE  ABATEMENT 

Mr.  DeCarli.  One  of  the  issues  still  to  be  addressed  is  the  extent 
of  Federal  involvement  in  local  issues.  That  brings  us  into  the 
noise  abatement  area  quite  heavily. 

We  can  identify  the  noise  contour  maps  and  tell  where  we  are 
going  to  have  noise  problems.  If  we  build  in  those  areas,  the  Feder- 
al Government  may  incur  hefty  costs  in  terms  of  buying  easements 
or  paying  for  noise  abatement  acoustical  treatments.  We  know 
that.  Yet  the  issue  comes  down  to  local  zoning  matters  and  should 
the  Federal  Government  preempt  an  entity  like  Fairfax  County 
from  allowing  housing  to  be  built  in  noise-restricted  areas.  Should 
the  Federal  Government  preclude  Fairfax  from  doing  that?  If  they 
don't,  and  houses  are  built,  should  there  be  a  Federal  responsibility 
to  buy  easements  or  to  pay  for  sound-proofing  of  those  houses? 

Clearly,  from  an  IG's  standpoint,  we  would  say  that  they  knew 
what  they  were  getting  into,  they  built  the  house  in  the  area,  and 
we  don't  owe  anything.  I  don't  know  if  it  is  going  to  work  that  way. 
That  is  not  how  it  has  been  in  the  past.  The  view  has  been  that 
local  authorities  have  the  ability  to  zone  and  to  allow  construction 
as  they  please.  It  is  not  a  Federal  issue. 

That  becomes  a  tough  problem. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  it  is  a  tough  problem.  I  would  agree  with  you 
that  we  don't  owe  them  anjd:hing.  But  that  is  this  Congress,  this 
Administration,  today.  In  20  or  30  years  from  now,  this  record  will 
be  lost  in  history  and  some  future  Mayor,  some  future  planning 
commission,  and  some  future  FAA  Administrator  is  going  to  grap- 
ple with  the  same  thing  and  they  will  end  up  paying  money  again. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  But  you  would  hope  that  on  the  Fairfax  side,  if  we 
are  going  to  allow  that  kind  of  construction  the  people  who  are 
buying  the  houses  be  required  to  recognize  that  they  are  in  that 
kind  of  a  zone  and  that  the  Federal  Government  has  no  responsi- 
bility for  easements  or  for  acoustical  treatments  or  an5^hing  else. 
They  ought  to  know  that  going  in. 

real  estate  transactions 

Mr.  Carr.  Perhaps  you  could  take  a  look  at  what  could  happen 
by  way  of  a  Federal  requirement  that  would  be  an  attachment  to 
the  deed  of  that  land. 

We  could  somehow  or  other  put  in  the  processing  of  real  estate 
transactions  a  notification  to  each  prospective  buyer  that  that 
house  has  a  waiver  of  any  Federal  noise  liability  whatsoever,  and 
that  the  buyer  be  asked  to  sign  that  so  they  understand  that. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  I  think  that  would  be  a  good  question  for  the  FAA 
people  to  answer.  I  would  be  interested  in  their  views  on  it.  We 
have  been  around  and  around  on  this  one. 
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AIRWAY  SCIENCE  PROGRAM 


Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  you  have  been  conducting  an  audit  of  the 
FAA's  airway  science  program.  Have  you  reached  any  findings  you 
can  share  with  us  today? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  have  that  audit  underway.  We  are  about  to 
issue  a  draft  report  to  FAA.  FAA  will  have  60  days  to  respond  to  it, 
at  which  time  we  will  incorporate  their  views  in  the  report,  publish 
it  and  send  you  a  copy. 

We  question  the  program  results  of  the  millions  of  dollars  we  are 
spending  on  the  program  that  is  whether  or  not  we  are  getting  out 
of  it  any  value.  That  is  what  the  issue  will  come  down  to. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  hate  to  stress  your  workload  and  your  time  frame, 
but  it  would  be  most  helpful  if  this  Committee  could  have  your 
report  by  the  time  we  mark  up,  which  is  tentatively  scheduled  for 
the  week  of  May  24th.  You  indicate  a  60-day  time  line  on  this.  If 
you  did  that  right  now,  you  would  have  a  couple  of  days  left  over. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  will  do  our  best  to  have  it  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  appreciate  that.  This  is  an  important  area  and 
we  want  to  do  the  right  thing,  but  we  want  your  advice. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  will  give  FAA  a  shorter  time  frame  to  respond 
to  the  report  and  have  it  to  you  by  that  time. 

ESSENTIAL  AIR  SERVICE 

Mr.  Carr.  Otherwise,  we  lose  another  whole  year  in  being  able  to 
act  on  your  recommendations. 

Concerning  essential  air  service,  a  couple  of  years  ago,  you  told 
the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  that  the  essential  air  serv- 
ice program  might  not  be  worth  continuing,  and  you  suggested  that 
the  program  should  be  reevaluated  on  its  merits. 

As  you  know,  this  program  has  a  lot  of  political  attraction.  Every 
time  this  Committee  has  tried  to  hold  down  the  subsidies  or  put 
reasonable  limits  on  them,  we  have  lost  that  fight  in  the  Congress 
and  with  the  previous  Administration. 

What  are  your  current  views  on  the  need  to  continue  the  EAS 
program?  Do  your  audits  continue  to  show  problems  of  over-billing 
by  EAS  contractors? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Our  current  views  are  not  much  different  than  in 
the  past.  As  you  mentioned  correctly,  this  is  a  very  political  issue. 
When  Secretary  Skinner  was  up  for  confirmation  several  years 
ago,  the  reauthorization  of  this  bill  was  on  the  table  and  the  most 
intensive  questioning  he  had  was  to  whether  or  not  he  was  going  to 
keep  this  program  alive. 

My  personal  view  is  that  there  are  cities  in  the  EAS  program 
that  could  be  dropped  by  changing  the  criteria,  but  that  is  really 
not  the  IG's  role.  The  Congress  set  the  laws  and  we  will  see  that 
they  are  complied  with.  It  is  not  that  we  can  tell  you  specifically 
what  cities  ought  to  be  dropped. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  might  be  able  to  do  some  studies,  however,  that 
would  determine  the  cost-effectiveness  of  those  expenditures. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  program  is  not  justified  from  a  cost-effective- 
ness standpoint,  so  there  are  really  no  criteria  to  evaluate  it  from  a 
cost-effectiveness  standpoint.  If  we  were  to  look  at  it,  we  would 
show  that  some  flights  of  very  short  duration  cost  several  hundred 
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dollars.  We  would  also  show  that  there  are  other  airports  you  and  I 
might  consider  to  be  in  commuting  range  of  the  airports  that  are 
getting  EAS  service. 

Those  problems  are  not  that  difficult  to  find,  yet  I  am  not  sure 
that  it  would  make  any  difference  on  the  continuation  of  the  pro- 
gram because  it  is  in  fact  a  very  political  decision. 

faa's  inspection  program 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  basically  on  your  side.  We  need  your  help  put- 
ting the  data  together.  So  keep  at  it,  will  you? 

Last  May,  you  issued  a  major  report  on  the  FAA's  aviation  in- 
spection program.  Some  of  your  significant  findings  were  as  fol- 
lows: over  50  percent  of  inspections  made  by  FAA  pilots  were  done 
by  pilots  who  didn't  have  the  credentials  to  fly  that  aircraft,  or 
who  were  not  current  on  it. 

What  is  the  relevance  of  that? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  The  relevance  is  that  the  FAA  has  a  responsibility 
to  make  sure  that  the  pilots  in  the  commercial  world  are  qualified 
to  fly.  In  order  to  do  that,  they  put  inspectors  in  the  cockpit  to 
check  and  to  validate  that  the  pilots  or  other  navigators  can  fly  the 
specific  type  of  aircraft,  that  they  have  had  sufficient  training,  that 
they  go  through  the  proper  checklists,  and  they  do  exactly  what 
they're  supposed  to  do  when  flying  the  aircraft. 

If  someone  in  FAA  doesn't  have  those  proper  qualifications,  can 
they  make  a  proper  evaluation?  That  is  what  it  comes  down  to. 

Part  of  the  issue  with  FAA  came  down  to  a  definition  of  whether 
or  not  the  inspector  in  FAA  was  doing  a  check  of  the  pilot  or 
whether  they  were  checking  on  procedures,  in  which  case  they 
could  use  a  list  to  ensure  that  the  pilot  checked  the  right  things 
before  he  actually  flew  the  plane. 

FAA  is  going  to  clarify  some  of  its  regulations  as  to  who  needs 
specific  type  training  in  order  to  do  these  tests. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  occur  to  me — and  I  would  like  to  talk  to 
somebody  at  FAA  about  this — if  you  are  type  rated  in  a  757  and 
you're  not  type  rated  in  a  747-400,  the  cockpits  are  essentially  the 
same.  If  you're  talking  about  trying  to  check  somebody  out  in 
terms  of  their  proficiency  in  handling  the  machine  itself,  you  do 
that  in  a  flight  simulator  anyway.  The  real  purpose  for  checking 
someone  out  is  checking  them  out  on  procedures. 

It  wouldn't  bother  me,  as  a  passenger,  that  a  person  who  is  type 
rated  in  a  757  would  be  checking  somebody  in  a  747-400.  How  big 
the  wing  span  is,  how  big  the  fuselage,  how  many  passengers,  and 
the  weight  of  the  aircraft  in  that  regime,  in  a  highly  automated 
aircraft,  is  a  negligible  difference. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  You  are  close  to  where  FAA  is.  The  problem  was  in 
the  regulation  itself  and  the  way  they  had  it  written  as  to  who 
needed  what  kinds  of  type  ratings.  We  audited  directly  to  what  reg- 
ulation said.  That  was  part  of  the  problem. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  going  to  speed  along  here  in  the  interest  of  time 
because  we're  going  to  have  a  markup  on  our  supplemental  at  1:00 
p.m.  and  we  are  approaching  the  noon  hour.  Also,  we  may  have  a 
vote. 

We  will  ask  the  following  questions  for  the  record. 
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SUPS  INVESTIGATION 


Mr.  Carr.  Over  the  past  year,  your  number  one  investigative  pri- 
ority has  been  the  detection  and  elimination  of  unapproved  bogus 
parts  in  transportation  systems,  particularly  commercial  aircraft. 
Your  number  of  bogus  parts  cases  grew  from  40  to  over  220  in  just 
a  year. 

Why  do  you  believe  this  to  be  such  an  important  priority  for 
your  office? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Safety  in  transportation  is  the  number  one  priority  of  the  Department.  One  small 
bogus  or  counterfeit  part  can  cause  significant  damage  to  an  aircraft,  and  may 
result  in  loss  of  life. 

During  the  latter  part  of  1991,  the  number  of  complaints  we  received  on  this  issue 
rose  dramatically,  and  the  patterns  we  discerned  seemed  to  indicate  that  the  prob- 
lem was  not  localized  to  one  particular  area  or  sigment  of  the  market.  We  were 
finding  counterfeit  parts  originating  from  unknown  sources,  but  being  sold  by  unli- 
censed brokers.  We  were  also  finding  components  containing  bogus  or  substandard 
parts,  originating  from  certified  repair  stations. 

Along  with  these  complaints  from  various  sources  were  indications  that  FAA-re- 
quired  documentation  was  being  falsified,  and  these  falsifications  misrepresented 
the  condition  of  the  part.  The  intentional  falsification  of  FAA-required  documenta- 
tion is  a  Federal  crime,  and  the  OIG  investigates  such  criminal  allegations. 

The  OIG  w£is  also  aware  that  the  FAA  surveillance  system  assumes  vendor  integ- 
rity and  is  not  structured  to  detect  fraud. 

The  above  stated  facts,  coupled  with  the  aging  aircraft  issue  and  the  weak  eco- 
nomic condition  of  the  industry,  indicated  to  us  the  potential  for  tragedy  to  occur 
because  of  the  installation  of  a  counterfeit  part.  These  are  the  primary  reasons  why 
the  OIG  designated  this  issue  as  its  number  one  investigative  priority. 

Additionally,  we  have  conducted  investigations  involving  substandard  parts  in 
other  areas  of  the  transportation,  including  bridges,  highways,  and  buses.  Parts 
typically  involved  in  these  types  of  investigations  are  fasteners  and  fittings. 

AVIATION  ACCIDENTS  CAUSED  BY  SUPS 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  any  aviation  accidents  been  determined  to  have 
been  caused  by  bogus  parts? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Until  recently,  there  have  been  no  documented  aviation  accidents  that  were  di- 
rectly attributed  to  an  unapproved  part.  This  may  have  been  due  to  a  definition 
problem  and/or  the  lack  of  awareness  by  the  industry,  the  FAA,  and  the  NTSB. 

When  a  crash  occurs,  whole  sections,  parts,  and  components  are  typically  ruined, 
burned,  or  consumed,  which  greatly  hinders  efforts  to  determine  the  cause.  The 
FAA  has,  however,  listed  numerous  bogus  parts  found  on  crashed  aircraft. 

The  January  11,  1993  edition  of  Aviation  Week  and  Space  Technology  magazine 
stated  that  a  1989  Norwegian  crash  of  a  Convair  model  580  airplane  which  killed  55 
people  has  been  directly  tied  to  counterfeit  and  bogus  parts.  The  Norwegian  report 
was  recently  issued,  and  we  are  in  the  process  of  translating  it. 

We  have  also  been  informed  by  investigating  authorities  of  a  fatal  1992  general 
aviation  crash.  The  preliminary  finding  of  the  crash  investigators  was  an  unap- 
proved part  contributed  to  the  crash.  The  formal  report  will  be  issued  later  this 
year.  We  have  opened  a  criminal  investigation  on  this  matter,  and  our  investigation 
has  revealed  other  incidents  or  accidents  involving  aircraft  repaired  by  our  target. 

In  another  investigation,  we  traced  bogus  parts  placed  into  turbo-prop  engines 
used  on  commuter  aircraft.  One  such  engine  was  removed  from  a  Canadian  com- 
muter aircraft  which  was  carrying  passengers.  Engineers  who  disassembled  the 
engine  found  that  the  bogus  parts  would  have  failed  within  five  hours,  causing  prob- 
able catastrophic,  uncontained  damage.  We  subsequently  found  six  engines  with 
these  faulty  parts  on  them. 
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DOCUMENTED  USE  OF  SUPS 


Mr.  Carr.  Your  semiannual  report  states  that  the  number  of 
cases  of  suspected  unapproved  parts  reported  to  the  FAA  increased 
1,600  percent  over  the  past  3  years.  This  does  not  indicate  the 
growth  in  cases  where  the  parts  were,  in  fact,  determined  to  have 
been  unapproved — only  those  where  bogus  parts  were  suspected. 

To  what  extent  is  the  actual,  documented  use  of  unapproved 
parts  going  up? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  unaware  if  the  actual  use  of  unapproved  parts  is  increasing,  although 
recent  figures  indicate  that  fewer  unapproved  parts  are  being  reported  to  the  FAA 
in  1993.  However,  the  number  of  criminal  investigations  being  conducted  by  the 
OIG  on  suspected  unapproved  parts  has  increased  from  40  in  November  1991  to  over 
200  at  the  present. 

While  many  unapproved  parts  meet  specifications,  the  OIG  has  concentrated  its 
efforts  on  bogus  and  counterfeit  parts  that  actually  fail  testing. 

The  FAA  is  working  with  the  aviation  industry  to  resolve  the  non-criminal  issue 
of  parts  that  meet  specification  but  have  not  gone  through  an  FAA  approved  inspec- 
tion process.  The  industry  and  the  FAA  have  informed  us  however,  that  virtually 
every  commercial  aircraft  flying  in  this  country,  probably  has  at  least  one  of  these 
type  of  parts  on  it. 

A  new  unapproved  parts  reporting  system  has  been  implemented,  which  has  in- 
creased the  awareness  of  the  problem.  This  heightened  awareness  has  resulted  in 
the  increased  reporting  of  suspected  unapproved  parts  from  59  in  1991  to  279  in 
1992.  Previously,  unapproved  parts  found  by  the  industry  were  not  being  reported. 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  told  us  that  you  were  not  sure  how 
widespread  the  problem  was.  Have  you  a  greater  understanding 
today  of  the  extent  of  this  problem,  and  how  that  varies  among  the 
modes  of  transportation,  that  is  aviation,  transit? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  problem  in  the  aviation  industry  is  concentrated  on  bogus  and  counterfeit 
parts  being  sold  by  unscrupulous  repair  stations  and  parts  brokers.  The  problem  can 
further  be  delineated  into  the  repair  and  overhaul  of  parts  where  repair  stations 
and  brokers  are  falsely  certifying  that  repaired  or  overhauled  aviation  parts  meet 
FAA  approved  and/or  industry  standards,  when  in  fact,  they  do  not. 

There  are  approximately  5,000  FAA  certificated  repair  stations  worldwide.  Since 
brokers  are  not  certificated  or  registered,  there  is  no  avenue  to  determine  their  pre- 
cise number.  However,  a  private  aviation  parts  computer  subscription  service  has 
approximately  2,000  parts  distributors. 

We  believe  the  bogus  and  counterfeit  parts  problem  is  caused,  in  part,  by  the  high 
cost  of  aerospace  grade  parts,  which  cost  more  than  automobile  grade  parts  because 
of  the  greater  tolerances  and  higher  quality  of  materials  required  to  be  placed  into 
airplanes.  Because  of  the  high  cost  of  aviation  parts,  there  is  a  great  profit  incentive 
for  suppliers  to  defraud  their  customers  with  lower  grade  products. 

We  are  also  aware  of  a  particular  problem  in  the  overall  fastener  industry,  includ- 
ing aviation  grade  products.  The  military  has  been  inundated  with  these  well  docu- 
mented problems,  and  we  have  been  working  with  them  since  there  are  commercial 
applications  to  those  products. 

We  have  conducted  a  few  investigations  involving  substandard  fasteners  in 
bridges  and  buses,  but  these  cases  arose  from  contractual  issues,  and  their  numbers 
have  been  few. 

We  have  a  better  understanding  of  the  magnitude  of  bogus  parts,  in  part  because 
of  a  recently  completed  OIG  audit  at  the  FAA  Parts  Center  which  disclosed  that  39 
percent  of  the  parts  sampled  were  unapproved  parts,  according  to  the  FAA  defini- 
tion. While  we  cannot  say  the  private  industry  parts  bins  would  also  have  39  per- 
cent suspected  unapproved  parts,  we  can  note  that  this  problem  was  pointed  out  to 
the  FAA  in  a  1987  OIG  audit,  the  FAA  added  quality  control  measures  and  person- 
nel, yet  in  1993,  they  have  39  percent.  We  are  also  nearing  completion  of  audits  on 
FAA  surveillance  of  foreign  manufacture  of  aircraft  parts,  domestic  and  foreign 
repair  stations,  and  parts  manufacturing  approvals  (PMAs). 
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SALE  OR  DISTRIBUTION  OF  SUPS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  advised  us  that  the  FAA  has  no  author- 
ity to  regulate  the  sale  or  distribution  of  unapproved  parts,  and 
therefore  no  ability  to  take  administrative  action  to  crack  down  on 
conspiracies  to  market  counterfeit,  substandard,  or  other  types  of 
unapproved  parts.  Apparently  the  major  enforcement  option  is 
criminal  prosecution.  If  this  problem  is  widespread,  can  we  realisti- 
cally expect  criminal  prosecution  to  solve  the  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Criminal  prosecutions  cannot  alone  solve  the  problem.  The  FAA  has  no  authority 
over  unregulated  parts  brokers,  but  they  have  the  ability  to  proceed  administrative- 
ly against  repair  stations  who  are  also  selling  unapproved  parts. 

The  OIG  believes  criminal  and  administrative  actions,  which  we  call  parallel  pro- 
ceedings, along  with  education  and  training,  are  the  most  effective  tools  to  combat 
this  problem.  These  actions  are  not  mutually  exclusive,  and  the  OIG  works  closely 
with  the  FAA  as  soon  as  it  becomes  aware  of  a  report  of  a  suspected  unapproved 
part,  in  order  to  maximize  the  potential  effect  of  government  action. 

To  date,  the  OIG  has  provided  over  75  training  classes  to  the  industry  to  educate 
them  about  the  issue,  and  advise  them  of  steps  they  can  take  to  address  the  prob- 
lem. 

The  OIG  is  also  conducting  five  audits  to  assist  the  FAA  to  improve  their  surveil- 
lance of  the  industry. 

The  OIG  believes  its  proactive  program  involving  a  combination  of  administrative 
and  criminal  actions,  education  and  training  of  the  industry,  and  assistance  to  the 
FAA  through  its  audits,  is  the  most  effective  strategy  available  for  combatting  the 
problem. 

AIRPORT  REVENUE 

Mr.  Carr.  Airport  managers  are  required  to  maximize  their  reve- 
nues, in  order  to  be  as  self-sustaining  as  possible.  This  not  only  re- 
duces FAA's  costs,  but  reduces  the  costs  to  airlines  using  the  air- 
port— a  significant  factor  when  airline  losses  are  in  the  billions. 

However,  in  recent  audits,  60  percent  of  the  airports  reviewed 
were  not  taking  actions  needed  to  maximize  revenues.  As  you 
pointed  out  in  one  case,  the  lost  revenues  could  have  been  used  to 
meet  unfunded  capital  needs,  thereby  reducing  FAA  discretionary 
grants  to  the  airport. 

What  is  it  that  causes  some  airports  to  be  less  aggressive  in  rais- 
ing revenue,  and  what  can  the  FAA  do  to  improve  this  situation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Cities  and  states  have  looked  toward  airport  properties  as  inexpensive  land  on 
which  to  build  and  operate  a  multitude  of  activities.  These  activities  range  from 
parks  and  other  recreational  centers  to  elaborate  city  hall  complexes.  At  many  air- 
ports, airport  managers  work  for  the  city  or  state  and  are  therefore  unable  to  exert 
sufficient  influence  to  counter  activities  that  may  be  contrary  to  grant  assurances. 
Since  airports  have  been  relatively  successful  in  getting  Federal  grants,  and  since 
the  FAA  has  taken  a  passive  approach  to  the  airport  revenue  and  self-sustainability 
grant  assurances,  the  condition  discussed  in  our  airport  revenue  audit  reports  have 
become  fairly  commonplace.  In  our  opinion,  FAA  must  increase  its  surveillance  of 
airports  to  reach  a  level  of  confidence  that  airports  are  complying  with  grant  assur- 
ances. FAA  should  also  aggressively  pursue  recoupment  of  all  revenue  inappropri- 
ately diverted  from  airports. 

USE  OF  AIRPORT  PROPERTY 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  semiannual  report  shows  cases  where  a  baseball 
stadium,  municipal  tennis  courts,  and  other  recreational  facilities 
were  created  on  airport  properties  without  the  city  having  to  reim- 
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burse  the  airport  for  the  use  of  that  land.  Do  cases  such  as  these 
call  for  more  vigilant  oversight  by  the  FAA? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  FAA  must  increase  its  surveillance  of  the  airport  revenue  and  self-sus- 
tainability  aspects  of  grant  assurances. 

faa's  noise  mitigation  measures 

Mr.  Carr.  You  found  that  airport  sponsors  were  using  exposure 
maps  which  overstated  noise-impacted  areas,  because  the  maps 
were  old  and  the  contours  of  affected  areas  were  not  redrawn  after 
the  introduction  of  quieter  aircraft.  In  effect,  FAA  was  paying  for 
expensive  noise  mitigation  measures  in  areas  which  no  longer  had 
noise  problems. 

You  recommended  that  the  FAA  verify  the  accuracy  of  noise 
impact  maps,  and  require  AIP  grant  recipients  to  prioritize  the  ex- 
penditure of  grant  funds  to  those  areas  most  severely  affected. 
These  recommendations  seem  to  be  based  on  common  sense. 

The  FAA  disagreed  with  all  of  them.  Why? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  did  not  agree  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  noise  exposure  maps  because  they 
considered  such  action  to  be  an  unwarranted  verification  of  professional  work  per- 
formed by  qualified  consultants.  However,  they  did  subsequently  agree  to  review  the 
maps  to  determine  that  the  technical  data  and  assumptions  are  reasonable  and  cur- 
rent at  time  of  submittal.  FAA  will  challenge  the  technical  data  and  assumptions  if 
they  are  not  reasonable  or  supportable.  FAA  also  subsequently  agreed  to  work  close- 
ly with  airport  sponsors  to  ensure  that  Airport  Improvement  Program  funds  are 
granted  on  a  priority  basis,  targeting  the  most  impacted  areas  first.  FAA  has  writ- 
ten the  sponsor  for  a  Hartsfield  Atlanta  International  Airport  and  strongly  encour- 
aged the  sponsor  to  redraw  the  airport's  noise  exposure  map  and  to  undertake 
abatement  measures  only  where  they  fall  within  the  new  contours.  FAA  is  current- 
ly in  process  of  preparing  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  (NPRM)  to  revise  Feder- 
al Aviation  Regulation  Part  150.  Included  in  this  revision  will  be  a  requirement  that 
sponsors  revise  its  noise  exposure  maps  whenever  there  is  a  significant  reduction  in 
noise  exposure  levels.  FAA  plans  to  issue  this  NPRM  by  November  1993. 

FUNDS  FOR  RELIEVER  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  a  portion  of  the  AIP  program  provides  grants  for  the 
development  of  reliever  airports,  which  are  designed  to  draw  gener- 
al aviation  traffic  away  from  congested  commercial  service  air- 
ports. However,  your  audits  have  recently  found  that  the  FAA  is 
providing  funds  to  reliever  airports  in  cases  where  no  relief  is  nec- 
essary. 

You  suggested  that  the  FAA  improve  their  criteria  for  awarding 
these  grants,  including  a  requirement  for  benefit-  cost  studies, 
analyses  of  existing  facilities  at  nearby  airports,  and  assessment  of 
the  likelihood  of  actually  diverting  traffic  from  commercial  service 
airports. 

It's  hard  to  believe  the  FAA  wouldn't  be  requiring  such  analyses 
already.  Have  they  agreed  to  do  so  now? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Although  FAA  has  not  agreed  to  implement  the  specific  actions  recommended, 
they  have  agreed  to  review  and  revalidate  the  policy  and  criteria  for  FAA's  reliever 
airport  program.  FAA  plans  to  complete  a  comprehensive  evaluation  of  the  program 
by  October  31,  1993.  The  evaluation  will  consider  the  specific  recommendations 
made  in  our  audit  report. 
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AIRWAY  SCIENCE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  assessment  of  the  value  of  the  airway 
science  program?  Is  it  a  good  investment  for  the  American  taxpay- 
er? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Airway  Science  Program  (AWS)  has  been  of  limited  value.  The  goal  of  the 
AWS  Program  to  serve  as  a  common  recruiting  source  for  Federal,  State,  and  pri- 
vate aviation-related  employment  needs  was  not  achieved.  Since  the  inception  of  the 
AWS  Program  in  1982,  FAA  has  hired  only  41  AWS  Program  graduates  and  has  no 
current  plans  to  recruit  AWS  graduates.  FAA  has  not  adequately  planned,  evaluat- 
ed, or  monitored  the  AWS  Program.  Graduates  of  the  AWS  Program  are  not  active- 
ly recruited  by  FAA  because  their  knowledge,  skills,  and  abilities  are  not  compatible 
with  FAA  employment  needs.  Similarly,  the  industry  has  limited  demand  for  AWS 
graduates.  The  $106  million  of  Federal  funds  committed  to  the  AWS  Program 
through  1993  has  not  been  a  good  investment  for  the  American  taxpayer.  We  recom- 
mend ending  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  for  the  program. 

FAA  INSPECTION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  May,  you  issued  a  major  report  on  the  FAA's 
aviation  inspection  program.  Some  of  your  significant  findings 
were  as  follows:  Over  50  percent  of  inspections  made  by  FAA  pilots 
were  done  by  pilots  who  didn't  have  the  credentials  to  fly  that  air- 
craft, or  who  were  not  current  on  it; 

About  23,000  required  FAA  inspections  were  not  conducted,  even 
though  there  were  about  225,000  discretionary  inspections  conduct- 
ed in  that  time  period; 

FAA  inspectors  did  not  complete  all  required  inspection  tasks, 
did  not  record  their  time,  and  did  not  describe  the  limitations  of 
their  inspections;  and  inspectors  were  not  verifying  airline  mainte- 
nance records  and  were  not  always  reporting  deficiencies  or  follow- 
ing up  to  ensure  their  correction. 

How  could  the  FAA  allow  such  poor  practices?  Doesn't  the 
agency  have  supervisory  and  management  systems  to  provide 
warning  signs  for  these  lands  of  problems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  supervisory  and  management  systems  did  not  provide  adequate  warning 
signs  for  these  problems.  The  FAA  lacked  reliable  information  to  manage  its  avia- 
tion inspection  program.  The  problems  we  identified  occurred  because  of  (i)  comput- 
er acquisition  problems,  (ii)  training  fund  shortfalls,  (iii)  FAA  policy  guidance  did 
not  identify  specific  work  activities  for  which  inspectors  must  have  the  credentials 
to  fly  the  specific  aircraft  or  be  current  on  necessary  training  for  that  aircraft,  and 
(iv)  managers'  oversight  did  not  adequately  review  inspection  accomplishments.  We 
recently  determined  that  the  same  supervisory  and  management  failure  exists  in 
FAA  commuter  and  air  taxi  inspection  programs. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  FAA  agreed  to  all  of  your  recommendations? 
[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  did  not  agree  with  all  recommendations  in  our  final  report.  Unfortunately, 
we  are  still  negotiating  at  least  one  of  the  recommendations. 

AVIATION  MEDICAL  EXAMINERS  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  an  audit  released  last  summer,  you  found  signifi- 
cant weaknesses  in  FAA's  aviation  medical  examiners  program. 

You  found  that  the  agency  did  not  perform  background  checks  to 
see  if  the  physicians  applying  as  AMEs  had  State  medical  board  ac- 
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tions  registered  against  them — such  £is  probation,  suspension,  or 
revocation. 

Why  was  this  occurring,  and  has  the  problem  been  resolved? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Independent  confirmations  (background  investigations)  were  not  part  of  the  FAA 
process  when  reviewing  physicians  that  applied  for  AME  status.  In  FY  1994,  the 
review  process  is  to  include  background  investigations. — FAA  plans  to  contract  with 
the  Federation  of  State  Medical  Boards  of  the  U.S.  Inc.,  a  physicians  board  action 
data  bank  center,  to  provide  data  on  background  investigations  for  initial  designa- 
tions and  redesignations  of  AMEs.  FAA's  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1994  includ- 
ed funds  for  this  contract. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  also  found  that  the  FAA  should  charge  these  phy- 
sicians for  some  of  the  benefits  they  were  receiving,  such  as  con- 
tinuing education  credits  received  while  taking  free  FAA  aviation 
medicine  training.  You  said  the  FAA  could  save  over  $400,000  by 
using  these  fees  to  offset  their  training  costs. 

Has  the  FAA  agreed  to  that  recommendation?  If  not,  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  did  not  agree  to  that  recommendation  and  was  reluctant  to  impose  user 
charges  on  AMEs  attending  FAA  aviation  medicine  training.  FAA  believes  the 
number  of  physicians  participating  as  AMEs  would  decrease.  The  impact  of  such 
charges,  including  an  evaluation  of  the  administrative  costs  associated  with  collect- 
ing such  charges  will  be  covered  in  FAA's  economic  analysis  study  to  be  completed 
by  June  1993.  FAA  wants  to  evaluate  the  results  of  the  economic  analysis  study 
prior  to  finalizing  its  decision  on  user  charges. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  MODERNIZATION  AND  FAA's  ACQUISITION 

PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA's  air  traffic  control  modernization  effort  con- 
tinues to  experience  cost  overruns  and  schedule  delays.  Just  a  few 
days  ago,  the  FAA  held  a  press  conference  announcing  another 
major  delay  in  the  largest  modernization  program,  the  advanced 
automation  system. 

You  told  us  last  year  that  you  were  going  to  continue  placing  an 
audit  priority  on  acquisition  issues.  Based  on  this  work,  can  you 
tell  us  why,  in  your  opinion,  the  FAA  continues  to  have  such  major 
problems  in  its  acquisition  programs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA's  air  traffic  control  modernization  effort  continues  to  experience  cost 
overruns  and  schedule  delays.  Just  a  few  days  ago,  the  FAA  held  a  press  conference 
announcing  another  major  delay  in  the  largest  modernization  program,  the  ad- 
vanced automation  system. 

You  told  us  last  year  that  you  were  going  to  continue  placing  audit  priority  on 
acquisition  issues.  Based  on  this  work,  can  you  tell  us  why,  in  your  opinion,  the 
FAA  continues  to  have  such  major  problems  in  its  acquisition  programs? 

FAA  continues  to  experience  problems  in  its  acquisition  programs  for  several  rea- 
sons. FAA  has  not  had  a  strong,  well-trained,  highly  supervised  acquisition  staff.  As 
a  result,  FAA  has  experienced  substantial  problems  in  the  specifications  develop- 
ment, testing,  and  contracting  process.  Problems  such  as  inadequate  specifications 
and  testing  have  resulted  in  purchases  of  expensive  equipment  that  did  not  satisfac- 
torily perform  its  intended  function.  FAA  also  did  not  always  provide  continuous, 
sufficient  top  management  oversight  to  ensure  contracts  were  awarded  timely,  con- 
tract costs  were  closely  monitored,  and  technical  issues  and  problems  were  promptly 
and  thoroughly  addressed.  Additionally,  FAA  has  established  unrealistic  schedules 
that  did  not  fully  consider  the  time  needed  for  system  design,  software  development, 
and  sufficient  testing.  According  to  a  recent  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 
report,  FAA  has  also  not  consistently  prepared  mission  analyses  and  mission  need 
statements,  and  FAA's  need  statements  frequently  did  not  adequately  support  new 
investments. 
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Delays  and  requirements/specifications  changes  in  one  major  acquisition  program 
also  created  cost  overruns  and  schedule  delays  in  other  related  projects.  For  exam- 
ple, delays  in  implementing  the  advanced  automation  system  have  created  a  need 
for  costly  interim  projects  to  sustain  aging  computer  systems.  GAO  estimates  these 
interim  projects  will  cost  at  least  $500  million.  Additionally,  FAA's  revised  air  traf- 
fic control  consolidation  strategy  will  potentially  have  a  substantial  affect  on  the 
costs  and  schedules  of  many  major  acquisition  programs  in  FAA's  Capital  Invest- 
ment Plan.  To  our  knowledge,  no  one  at  this  time  has  a  complete  picture  on  the  full 
impact  of  this  proposed  shift  in  strategy. 

Since  FY  1990,  FAA  has  included  acquisitions  as  a  material  internal  control 
weakness  in  the  Federal  Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act  Report  to  the  President. 
FAA  has  indicated  that  it  lacked  adequate  policies  and  procedures  to  assure  effec- 
tive management  of  major  systems  acquisition  in  the  functional  areas  of  require- 
ments determination,  acquisition  planning,  specifications  development,  preproduc- 
tion  testing,  contract  award,  contract  administration,  and  contract  modification.  In 
response  to  continued  problems  in  the  Department's  acquisition  programs,  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  (OST)  has  taken  action  to  strengthen  the  acquisition  process. 
OST  recently  completed  a  very  significant  review  of  major  acquisitions.  As  a  result, 
OST  developed  uniform  policies  and  procedures  for  acquiring  major  items,  systems, 
or  services.  These  policies  and  procedures  were  issued  October  1,  1992,  and  are  effec- 
tive January  1,  1993. 

NATIONAL  AIRSPACE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  When  the  NAS  plan  was  announced  10  years  ago,  the 
FAA  justified  many  of  its  modernization  programs  on  a  planned 
consolidation  of  its  ATC  facilities,  which  would  result  in  a  greatly 
reduced  controller  workforce  and  substantial  savings  to  the  FAA. 
After  spending  billions  developing  much  of  the  equipment  needed 
for  consolidation,  the  FAA  has  now  decided  that  the  original  plan 
was  not  operationally  feasible,  and  that  only  minimal  consolidation 
is  possible.  In  other  words,  the  investment  we  made  in  ATC  mod- 
ernization is  no  longer  expected  to  have  the  return  we  were  led  to 
believe. 

Can  you  explain  how  such  an  error  could  be  made  by  the  FAA, 
and  do  you  have  plans  to  look  into  this  matter  over  the  coming 
year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA's  original  plan  to  consolidate  about  230  enroute  and  terminal  radar  ATC  fa- 
cilities into  23  area  control  facilities  was  overly  optimistic.  Furthermore,  the  consoli- 
dation plan  was  based  on  judgements  and  assumptions  which,  after  in-depth  study 
and  analysis,  FAA  has  concluded  were  flawed  and  would  expose  the  ATC  system  to 
unacceptable  operational  and  transition  risks.  For  example,  in  the  event  of  a  cata- 
strophic failure,  a  consolidated  system  could  not  assure  effective  backup  capability. 
According  to  FAA,  they  have  known  about  these  problems  for  several  years,  but  the 
frequent  turnover  in  Administrators  has  likely  contributed  to  the  delay  in  reaching 
a  consolidation  decision.  Additionally,  FAA  has  recently  expressed  increased  con- 
cerns about  the  disruptive  impact  of  relocating  much  of  its  workforce  and  the  politi- 
cal considerations  with  closing  numerous  local  U.S.  Government  facilities. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  is  currently  examining  FAA's  revised  ATC 
consolidation  strategy.  The  objectives  of  GAO's  evaluation  are  to:  (1)  evaluate  FAA's 
revised  air  traffic  control  consolidation  strategy,  (2)  assess  the  justification  for  any 
changes  from  the  previous  strategy,  and  (3)  determine  the  potential  impact  of  these 
changes  on  FAA's  overall  modernization  plan.  In  view  of  GAO's  comprehensive 
evaluation,  we  have  not  duplicated  their  efforts,  but  we  will  consider  additional 
audit  work  in  our  next  audit  plan. 

FAA's  AVIATION  SAFETY  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  July  1992  audit,  you  found  that  FAA  was  not  ef- 
fectively enforcing  its  aviation  safety  regulations.  In  a  sample  of 
enforcement  case  files,  you  found  that  over  40  percent  of  the  open 
cases  in  1990  involved  offenses  which  had  occurred  in  1988  or  earli- 
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er.  You  commented  that  the  lack  of  timely  action  by  FAA  permit- 
ted unsafe  actions  to  continue  and  could  leave  the  impression  with 
violators  that  the  agency  is  not  serious  about  enforcement. 

What  types  of  regulations  are  we  talking  about  here  and  what 
types  of  violations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  regulations  (Title  14  of  the  U.S.  Code  of  Federal  Regulations)  established  air 
carriers  and  general  aviation  operating  rules,  crew  member  qualifications,  and  air- 
craft and  equipment  requirements. 

Examples  of  violations  encountered  by  FAA  are  (i)  trying  to  carry  firearms  aboard 
aircraft,  (ii)  smoking  aboard  aircraft,  (iii)  failing  to  provide  proper  service  and  main- 
tenance of  aircraft,  (iv)  training  below  standard  for  flight  and  maintenance  person- 
nel, and  (v)  operating  aircraft  without  current  pilot  medical  certificate  or  type 
rating. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  concluded  that  this  problem  was  partly  due  to  the 
fact  that  the  FAA  had  not  set  any  guidelines  for  required  times  to 
accomplish  enforcement  tasks.  Has  the  FAA  now  agreed  to  estab- 
lish timeframes  to  help  them  determine  when  they  are  falling 
behind  in  the  enforcement  process? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  established  a  task  force  to  review  and  recommend  guidelines  for  processing 
enforcement  cases.  The  objectives  of  the  review  are  to  (i)  establish  time  frames  to 
accomplish  enforcement  tasks  and  (ii)  implement  a  system  to  monitor  enforcement 
cases.  The  task  force  is  to  report  on  its  results  by  July  1993. 

Mr.  Carr.  Similar  criticisms  were  made  of  FRA's  enforcement 
program  a  few  years  ago.  In  response,  the  agency  developed  a  com- 
prehensive management  system  to  guide  and  monitor  enforcement 
actions  at  the  field  level.  Should  the  FAA  make  similar  improve- 
ments? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Unlike  FRA,  FAA  has  an  automated  management  information  system  to  support 
its  compliance  and  enforcement  program.  The  system  was  designed  to  provide  data 
input  and  retrieval  capabilities  between  the  field  and  headquarters.  However,  the 
system  was  not  "user  friendly,"  or  effectively  utilized.  FAA  established  a  study 
group  to  evaluate  user  needs  and  to  provide  guidance  and  training  for  the  system 
users.  The  information  system  when  coupled  with  time  frames  and  proper  manage- 
ment oversight  should  result  in  substantial  improvements  in  the  enforcement  pro- 
gram. 

AIRLINE  STATISTICAL  DATA 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  fiscal  year  1993  audit  plan  indicates  that  you 
will  initiate  a  series  of  audits  to  examine  the  accuracy  and  integri- 
ty of  the  airline  statistical  data  submissions,  from  41  financial  re- 
ports, required  by  RSPA's  office  of  airline  statistics. 

I  understand  that  you  have  already  completed  several  audits  of 
Alaskan  air  carriers  that  have  uncovered  significant  problems  with 
their  statistical  and  financial  data.  Some  of  this  data  is  used  by 
DOT  for  mail  rate  setting  and  regulatory  purposes. 

Would  you  discuss  the  results  of  your  work  thus  far? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  completed  audits  of  five  air  carriers  and  one  additional  review  is  in  proc- 
ess. Combined,  these  air  carriers  account  for  the  majority  of  the  intra-Alaska  mail 
rate  payments  for  hauling  mail  for  the  United  States  Postal  Service.  We  have  found 
significant  problems  with  both  the  financial  and  statistical  reporting  by  the  air  car- 
riers. Examples  of  the  material  problems  include  (1)  reporting  financial  data  for  the 
wrong  time  periods,  (2)  incorrectly  classifying  and  allocating  aircraft  engine  and  air- 
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frame  overhaul  costs  and  other  direct  operating  expenses,  (3)  failing  to  provide  ade- 
quate disclosures,  (4)  reporting  unsupported  estimates  instead  of  actual  data,  and  (5) 
understating  key  statistics  such  as  available  ton  miles  and  aircraft  capacities,  depar- 
tures, and  cargo/freight  data. 

As  a  result  of  these  reviews,  we  recommended  that  RSPA  issue  conformity  letters 
to  the  carriers  requiring  resubmission  of  the  data  needed  by  the  Department's  pro- 
gram managers  who  use  the  data  for  regulatory  oversight.  We  also  recommended 
RSPA  direct  the  air  carriers  to  establish  internal  control  systems  to  ensure  future 
reporting  is  accurate  and  reliable.  Additionally,  we  recommended  RSPA  advise  De- 
partmental users  that  they  should  not  rely  on  the  data  submissions  for  use  in  rate 
making  or  other  regulatory  matters.  RSPA  has  taken  action  to  implement  all  of  our 
recommendations.  Because  of  the  significant  problems  we  have  found  with  the  fi- 
nancial and  statistical  reporting  by  the  Alaskan  air  carriers,  we  plan  to  perform  an 
evaluation  of  the  Department's  Intra-Alaska  Mail  Rate  Program. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  airline  financial  and  economic  data  is  critical  in- 
formation for  policy  and  rulemaking  by  OST  and  FAA.  Is  there  a 
serious  problem  with  the  reliability  and  validity  of  this  informa- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  not  performed  an  overall  evaluation  of  the  reliability  and  validity  of  the 
aviation  data  submitted  to  RSPA.  We  have  found  material  problems  with  the  finan- 
cial and  statistical  reporting  of  the  Alaskan  air  carriers.  Additionally,  we  found 
problems  with  the  Origin  and  Destination  data  submitted  by  Midway  Airlines.  In 
view  of  the  problems,  we  are  planning  to  audit  key  financial  and  statistical  data 
items  for  up  to  12  certificated  air  carriers  covering  each  of  the  3  air  carrier  report- 
ing groups.  When  these  audits  are  complete,  we  will  have  a  better  picture  on  the 
overall  reliability  and  validity  of  this  information. 

We  also  plan  to  conduct  an  evaluation  to  determine  the  effectiveness  and  efficien- 
cy by  which  RSPA  assesses  and  amends  its  data  requirements  from  airlines.  Specifi- 
cally, we  will  examine  how  RSPA  assesses  user  needs,  alternate  information 
sources,  and  airline  burdens  in  determining  required  airline  data  content  and 
format. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  and  which  airlines  will  you  audit  in  fiscal 
year  1993  as  part  of  this  initiative? 
[The  information  follows:] 

To  date,  we  have  completed  audits  of  the  accuracy  and  reliability  of  financial  and 
statistical  data  submissions  for  three  airlines;  Alaska  Airlines,  MarkAir,  Inc.,  and 
Peninsula  Airways,  Inc.,  and  are  currently  reviewing  Northern  Air  Cargo,  an  Alas- 
kan air  carrier.  We  also  plan  to  initiate  an  audit  of  the  financial  reporting  compli- 
ance for  one  more  large  certificated  airline  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Under  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991,  the  Bridge 
Replacement  and  Rehabilitation  Program  is  basically  unchanged  from  previous 
years  in  its  formula  and  requirements.  The  bridge  rehabilitation  projects  will  be 
split  between  the  Federal  and  state  governments  on  an  80/20  basis. 

VEHICLE  WEIGHT  ENFORCEMENT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  November  1991  audit,  you  found  that  overweight 
trucks  cost  taxpayers  an  estimated  $1  billion  each  year  in  prema- 
ture highway  deterioration  and  as  much  as  $500  million  annually 
in  bridge  repair  and  replacement. 

Last  year  you  told  us  that  FHWA  was  not  putting  enough  priori- 
ty or  resources  into  addressing  this  problem,  and  that  FHWA's  at- 
titude of  encouraging,  rather  than  directing,  the  States  to  improve 
their  enforcement  was  not  enough.  You  advised  the  Committee 
that  "lacking  a  comprehensive  FHWA  strategy  and  clear  direction. 
States  have  continued  to  pursue  a  wide,  oftentimes  ineffective  vari- 
ety of  data  collection  systems  and  enforcement  plans,  strategies, 
and  techniques." 

Has  this  situation  improved  over  the  past  year? 
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Mr.  DeCarli.  We  have  a  revised  Federal  Highway  reply  to  that 
report.  In  the  reply,  FHWA  did  agree  to  assist  the  States  in  enforc- 
ing truck  size  and  weight.  However,  they  did  not  agree  with  all  of 
our  recommendations. 

The  Federal  Highway  reply  is  fairly  extensive.  Some  of  the 
things  they  are  doing  is  initiating  rulemaking  to  establish  in  23 
CFR  requirements  for  state  certification  of  their  weight  enforce- 
ment programs. 

Mr.  Carr.  Provide  that  for  the  record,  please. 

FHWA's  views  on  enforcing  its  Vehicle  Weight  Enforcement  program  remain  ba- 
sically unchanged.  FHWA  prefers  the  role  of  encouragement,  rather  than  enforcing 
states  to  establish  effective  weight  enforcement  programs.  FHWA  is  currently  pro- 
posing a  rulemaking  that,  if  issued  and  implemented,  will  help  identify  the  magni- 
tude of  the  overweight  vehicle  problem  by  state. 
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O  Memorandum 


USOipaWNrt 
oflcraporialon 


Subi.et       iBT0Mi>T10»t   Mfic«  Of   Inspector  G«n«ral     om.:    March  6.  1992 
(OIG)    Final  Raport  on  tha  Vahicla  Walght 
Enforcaaant  Progrtui 

From:        Adslnlstrator  M>i.ef:  HMS-11 

to:      Mr.  Rayaond  J.  DaCarll 

Assistant  Inspactor  Ganaral 
for  Auditing  (JA-1) 

In  rasponsa  to  your  raquast,  wa  hava  raviawad  tha  final  raport  on 
tha  Vehicla  Waight  Enforcenant  Progran  in  tha  Fadaral  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA) .   Attached  ara  coaunants  partaining  to  the 
individual  raconuDcndations,  including  planned  corrective  actions 
and  target  dates  for  recomaendations  1,  2,  3,  5,  6,  and  7.   The 
final  raport  indicated  that  recommendation  4  was  closed  and  no 
further  action  necessary. 

Additionally,  you  had  requested  that  tha  FHWA  reconsider  its 
position  on  recommendation  8  pertaining  to  the  finding  of  a 
material  internal  control  weakness,   vrhile  tha  OIG  did  offer 
additional  clarification  and  support  for  this  finding,  wa  must 
again  strongly  disagree  with  this  finding.   Ha  continue  to 
believe  that  tha  OIG  has  overestimated  tha  FHHA's  legal  authority 
and  practical  ability  to  influence  vehicla  waight  enforcement; 
that  tha  OIG's  finding  does  not  consider  recent  legislative 
action  by  Congress  on  vehicle  weight  enforcement;  and  that  tha 
OIG's  methodology  for  estimating  damage  costs  contains 
significant  wea)utassa8  which  undermine  tha  validity  and  accuracy 
of  tha  data. 

He  appreciate  tha  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  final  report. 


T.  D. 'Larson 
Attachaant 
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F«dwal  Hlahvav  Admlnlatratlon  fPHWA)  Commenf  on 

th«  Of flea  of  Inspector  Saneral'a  (OIG)  Final  Rapcrt 

"Audit  of  tha  Vahlela  Walaht  Enforeaaant  Proaraa" 

Recoimnandatiqp  li   Identify  the  nature  and  quantify  tha  extent  of 
overweight  trucks  by  developing  calibration  standards  for  Welgh- 
In-Motlon  (HIM)  equlpnent,  resolving  software  problems 
experienced  with  WXM  equipment,  developing  a  more  formal  program 
to  collect  the  data  needed  to  quantify  the  magnitude  of 
overweight  trucking,  and  using  WIM  data  to  formulate  annual 
enforcement  plans  and  demonstrate  in  annual  certifications  what 
effect  enforcement  has  had  on  reducing  overweight  trucking. 

PHWA  Response t   We  consider  the  American  Society  for  Testing 
and  Materials  standard  specifications  for  WIM  equipment  to 
satisfy  the  recommendation  for  calibration  standards.   We 
also  consider  FHWA  software  problems  to  be  resolved.   No 
fuT'ther  action  is  proposed  on  these  two  items.   The  FHWA  is 
initiating  a  rulemeJcing  to  amend  the  existing  23  CFR  Part 
657,  "Certification  of  Size  and  Weight  Enforcement." 
Attachment  A  is  a  copy  of  the  preliminary  document  developed 
by  the  agency.   While  editorial  and  format  changes  are 
likely  during  the  rulemaking  process,  the  FHWA  is  confident 
that  the  concepts  discussed  will  emerge  in  the  revised 
regulation.   For  purposes  of  this  discussion,  the 
preliminary  document  on  which  the  FHWA  currently  proposes  to 
base  its  regulatory  revision  will  be  referred  to  as  "the 
rulemaking." 

The  rulemaJcing  (pg.  18)  proposes  that  the  States  report  both 
in  their  enforcement  plans  and  certifications,  the 
percentage  of  commercial  motor  vehicles  exceeding  one  or 
more  of  the  axle  or  gross  weight  limits.  Including  the  limit 
determined  by  the  bridge  formula,  for  each  Federal-aid 
system  and  6-hour  period  of  the  day.   Dtiring  the  rulemaking 
process,  tha  States  will  have  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 
this  proposal.   We  anticipate  considerable  opposition  since 
additional  labor  and  equipment  may  be  needed  to  collect  the 
data,  and  data  collection  procedures  may  have  to  ba  revised. 

The  ruleaeOcing  (pg.  10)  would  also  require  the  States  to  use 
WIM  equipBant  as  one  method  for  weighing  trucks.   While  the 
rulemaking  would  not  mandate  the  use  of  WIM  data  in 
formulating  enforcement  strategies,  it  would  require  tha 
collection  of  sufficient  data  to  estimate  the  magnitude  and 
location  of  Illegally  overweight  vehicles  and  weigh  scale 
bypassing  problems.   The  rulemaking  proposes  that  tha  State 
enforcement  plan  discuss  enforcement  strategies  to  be  used 
in  both  rural  and  urban  areas  (page  11) .   Tha  State  would 
have  to  compare  in  its  annual  certification  actual 
enforcement  operations  with  planned  operations  so  as  to 
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indicat*  th«  effect  of  enforcenent  on  overweight  trucking. 
The  FHWA  would  use  the  reported  information  to  judge  the 
adequacy  of  the  State's  enforcement  effort. 

Target  Datet   A  target  date  of  December  1993  has  been  set 
for  the  completion  of  the  rulemaking. 

p^«;-i%|iiii^«adatioB  2:  Direct  FHWA  divisions  to  more  actively 
promote,  monitor,  and  evaluate  the  use  of  WIM  equipment. 

FHWA  Response:   The  attached  vehicle  size  and  weight 
enforcement  training  manual  (Attachment  B)  was  provided  to 
FHWA  regional  and  division  motor  carrier  personnel  during 
September  1991.*  This  training  emphasized  the  importance  of 
WIM  equipment  and  encouraged  FHWA  program  managers  to  work 
with  State  personnel  to  include  WIM  Implementation  as  a  goal 
in  the  State's  enforcement  plan  (page  6) .   In  addition,  the 
FHWA  program  managers  were  encouraged  to  report  the  States' 
WIM  equipment  implementation  strategies  and  goals  as  part  of 
their  annual  evaluations  of  the  States'  vehicle  size  and 
weight  enforcement  efforts  (page  L-3). 

The  FHWA  has  developed  a  demonstration  project  to  show 
States  the  latest  WIM  technology  and  to  explain  equipment 
operation,  benefits,  and  limitations.   Presently,  39  States 
have  seen  the  demonstration.   A  copy  of  the  demonstration 
project  announcement  is  attached. 

Target  Date:   Through  our  training  program  and  demonstration 
project,  we  consider  Recommendation  2  to  have  been 
completed. 

p^ffMiy^^ndatioB  3:   Analyze  State  enforcement  plans  ftore 
critically  through  the  development  and  use  of  comprehensive 
program  evaluation  criteria  and  the  segregation  of  planned  and 
actual  enforcement  activities  between  interstate  and 
noninterstate  highways. 

FHWX  ResDCBsei   The  proposed  revision  to  23  CFR  657  calls 
for  Bora  specific  enforcement  criteria  to  be  included  in  the 
Stata's  enforcement  plan.   The  planned  enforcement 
activities  then  become  the  criteria  against  which  the 
adequacy  of  the  State's  enforcement  effort  is  measured.   As 
indicated  on  page  6  of  the  attached  training  materials 
provided  to  FHWA  motor  carrier  personnel,  program  managers 
are  to  work  with  State  personnel  in  developing  enforcement 
plans.   Enforcement  criteria  to  be  included  in  the  State's 
plan  and  evaluated  by  FHWA  in  the  State's  certification  are 
as  follows: 

*Avmil«bl«  at  F*d«ral  Highway  A^lnlstration  Haadquartara. 
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1.  The  nunber  of  person-shifts  planned  to  be  worked  and 
actually  worked  during  the  year  by  State  and  local 
enforcement  officers  and  auditors. 

2.  The  nunber  of  trucks  planned  to  be  weighed  and  actually 
weighed  by  Federal-aid  system. 

3.  The  number  of  trucks  planned  to  be  weighed  and  actually 
weighed  by  scale  type. 

4.  The  number  of  overweight  permits  expected  to  be  issued 
and  actually  issued  by  category. 

5.  The  number  of  overweight  citations  issued  during  the 
most  recent  past  3  years  by  type  of  violation. 

6.  The  number  of  off -loadings  required  during  the  past 
3  years. 

7.  The  percent  of  commercial  motor  vehicles  exceeding  one 
or  more  of  the  axle  or  gross  weight  limits  for  each 
Federal-aid  system  and  6-hour  period  of  the  day. 

8.  The  carriers  and/or  shippers  that  based  on  enforcement 
records  and  experience  receive  the  most  overweight 
citations. 

As  a  future  update  to  the  attached  training  manual,  the  FHWA 
plans  to  include  an  appendix  showing  vehicle  miles  of 
travel,  highway  system  miles,  diesel  fuel  sold,  numb    ^f 
enforcement  officers,  and  budget.   The  FHWA  field  personnel 
can  use  this  information  as  they  work  with  State  personnel 
in  developing  enforcement  plans. 

Target  Datei   Our  target  date  for  the  update  to  the  training 
manual  is  May  1993. 

RtffT— fadation  4i   Request  Congress  to  grant  statutory  authority 
to  prohibit  the  use  of  divisible  load  permits  and  multiple-trip 
nondivisibl*  load  permits  on  the  Interstate  System,  including  the 
practice  of  Issuing  multiple  single-trip  permits  at  the  same 
time. 

FHWX  RespcBset   This  recommendation  has  been  addressed  and 
closed  out. 
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RoeoBn«Bd«tteB  Si   Direct  FHWA  divisions  to  work  closely  with 
States  to  evaluate  existing  fine  structures  and  demonstrate  they 
affectively  deter  overweight  vehicles.   Thereafter,  if  changes 
needed  to  reduce  illegal  overloads  are  not  made,  the  FHWA  should 
initiate  sanction  procedures  provided  for  by  23  United  States 
Code  (U.S.C.)  315. 

FHWA  Response!   While  this  recommendation  has  been  revised 
to  taXe  account  of  some  of  the  FHWA's  comments  on  the  draft 
report,  we  believe  that  the  OIG  continues  to  misinterpret 
23  U.S.C.  Section  315.   This  section  is  not  a  sanction 
provision.   It  merely  restates  the  rule  developed  by  the 
courts  that  an  administrative  agency  may  adopt  reasonable 
regulations  necessary  to  carry  out  a  statutory  mandate. 

The  FHWA  acknowledges  that  some  States  obviously  need 
heavier  fines  to  deter  overweight  operations,  and  we  will 
continue  to  recommend  legislative  action  in  those  cases. 
However,  the  impact  of  enforcement  activity  depends  on  many 
factors.   We  do  not  believe  that  a  Federal  rule  requiring 
minimum  penalties  would  necessarily  improve  the 
effectiveness  of  a  State  program  unless  it  also  required 
uniformity  in  funding,  staffing,  hours  of  operation,  type  of 
scales,  and  administrative  practices.   The  FHWA  is  not 
prepared  to  undertake  such  a  radical  expansion  of  the 
Federal  role  in  weight  enforcement. 

The  FHWA  has  proposed  a  revision  to  23  CFR  657  (pg.  11, 
Attachment  A)  which  asks  each  State  to  discuss  in  its 
certification  plan  whether  or  not  overweight  penalties 
recover  bridge,  pavement,  enforcement,  and  administrative 
costs.   This  revision  also  asks  that  the  basis  for  existing 
permit  fees  be  described  and  whether  or  not  fees  are 
periodically  adjusted  to  account  for  permit  program  costs 
such  as  those  associated  with  bridge  and  pavement  wear, 
enforcement,  and  program  administration.   This  information 
will  be  used  by  FHWA  program  managers  to  encourage  the  State 
to  set  permit  fees  and  overweight  fines  at  levels  to 
discourage  illegal  overweight  operations  and  cover  all 
costs. 

Target  Date:   we  have  set  a  target  date  of  December  1993  for 
completion  of  the  rulemaking. 

RecommeBdation  6>   Undertake  rulemaking  to  establish  a  relevant 
evidence  standard  of  the  kind  used  by  Minnesota  and  require 
States  to  adopt  that  standard  as  a  condition  of  receiving 
Federal-aid  highway  funds. 
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FHWX  Ifsponaa:   In  the  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement 
training  manual  (pg.  6,  Attachment  B) ,  we  ask  FHWA  program 
managers  to  encourage  tlie  State  to  include  a  relevant 
evidenca-related  goal  in  their  enforcement  plan.   On  page 
L-3,  we  as)c  program  managers  in  their  annual  evaluation  of 
the  State's  enforcement  program  to  indicate  if  the  State  has 
considered  a  relevant  evidence  type  enforcement  strategy. 

A  target  date  of  December  1993  has  been  set  for  completion 
of  research  to  study  the  application  and  effects  of  t^ie 
relevant  evidence  law  in  two  States.   One  of  the  objectives 
of  the  research  will  be  to  determine  if  there  exist  certain 
factors  unique  to  Minnesota,  e.g.,  grain  shipments  to  the 
Port  of  Duluth,  that  make  the  relevant  evidence  program  cost 
effective.   The  research  will  also  evaluate  the  extent  to 
which  these  factors  are  transferable  to  other  States. 

Target  Date;   We  have  set  a  target  date  of  December  1993  for 
completion  of  the  study. 

p«ff«iiiiii«.ndatioa  7:   Make  it  clear  to  the  States  that 
administrative  weight  tolerances  not  provided  for  by  statute  are 
inconsistent  with  the  required  certification  "that  all  State  size 
and  weight  limits  are  being  enforced  ..."  and  that  the  FHWA 
will  withhold  Federal-aid  funds  from  States  that  allow  such 
tolerances. 

FHWA  Response;   On  page  L-3  of  our  training  manual,  FHWA 
program  managers  are  asked  to  report  if  State  personnel  are 
allowing  an  unofficial  weighing  tolerance.   In  the  FHWA's 
review  of  State  certifications,  revisions  to  State  law  are 
examined  to  ensure  no  tolerances  to  Interstate  weight  limits 
are  allowed.   We  will  continue  to  clearly  emphasize  to  the 
States  that:  1)  the  weight  limits  set  forth  in 
23  U.S.C.  127(a)  include  all  enforcement  tolerances  and 
2)  administrative  weight  tolerances  not  provided  for  by 
statute  are  inconsistent  with  the  certification  required  by 
23  U.S.C.  141. 

Target  Date;   While  we  will  continue  to  monitor  allowance  of 
enforcement  tolerances,  we  consider  our  response  to 
recommendation  7  to  be  complete. 

PAfffimnmBdatlon  8;   Report  the  material  internal  control  wealcness 
identified  in  this  report  to  the  Secretary,  the  President,  and 
the  Congress  as  required  by  the  Federal  Manager's  Finemcial 
Integrity  Act  (FMFIA) . 

FHWA  Response;   We  do  not  concur.   While  the  FHWA  agrees 
that  overweight  vehicles  have  damaged  the  nation's  highways 
and  bridges,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  damage  can  be 
quantified  accurately  enough  to  support  the  OIG's  finding  of 
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a  matarlal  Intsrnal  control  weaJcness.   W«  also  b«liev«  that 
in  making  this  recommendation,  the  OIG  has  not  considered 
(1)  legislative  actions  by  Congress  since  1982  on  vehicle 
weight;  ^2)  the  FHWA's  legal  authority  and  practical  ability 
to  influence  vehicle  weight  enforcement;  and  (3)  the 
improvements  the  FHWA  has  made  in  enforcement  since  1983. 

The  FHWA's  position  is  that  the  administration  of  the 
Vehicle  Height  Enforcement  Program  has  fulfilled  the 
legislative  requirements  set  by  the  Congress;  that  the 
relevant  Congressional  committees  are  well  informed  on  this 
issue;  that  the  FHWA  has  teOcen  evezy  practical  step  to 
improve  vehicle  weight  enforcement;  and  that  reporting  this 
program  as  a  material  internal  control  weakness  will  not 
assist  in  either  implementing  legislative  changes  or 
improving  vehicle  weight  enforcement. 

congressional  Action 

While  the  FHWA  administers  the  Vehicle  Weight  Enforcement 
Program,  the  program's  structure  and  limitations  are  largely 
determined  by  Congressional  legislation  and  the  organization 
of  the  Federal-aid  Highway  Prograun.   The  FHWA  cannot 
establish  weight  limits  for  Federal-aid  highways  and  has 
only  marginal  ability  to  influence  a  State's  overweight 
permit  practices  or  its  fine  structure.   These  factors, 
combined  with  significant  economic  trends  favoring 
overweight  trucking,  have  created  a  complex  regulatory 
environment. 

Since  the  early  1970' s,  there  has  been  a  clear  political 
trend  favoring  heavier  vehicles.   Heavier  vehicles,  despite 
their  acknowledged  impact  on  pavement  and  bridge  life, 
create  significant  economies  of  scale  and  reduce  the  number 
of  trucks  on  the  Nation's  highways,  which  in  turn  lowers  the 
risk  of  accidents.   The  Congress  has  struggled  for  decades 
to  balance  motor  carrier  productivity  and  concomitant 
economic  and  safety  benefits  against  this  increased 
infrastructure  damage.   The  resulting  Congressional  actions 
and  State  reactions  have  effectively  raised  weight  limits  in 
the  past  two  decades. 

The  Congress  requires  the  States  to  enforce  certain  weight 
limits  on  the  Interstate  as  a  condition  of  receiving  highway 
funds;  however,  it  has  also  enacted  numerous  exceptions  in 
the  form  of  grandfather  provisions.   The  highway  acts  of 
1956  and  1975  included  grandfather  provisions  which  allow 
vehicle  weights  well  above  the  nominal  Federal  limits.   While  the 
FHWA  has  always  held  that  the  grandfather  clause  allows  a  State 
to  issue  permits  under  the  same  circumstemces  and  conditions  as 
those  issued  in  1956,  two  State  Supreme  Court  decisions  provided 
the  basis  for  a  more  permissive  interpretation. 
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Drawing  froa  a  decision  by  the  Montana  Suprene  Court  r State 
ex  rel.  Diclc  Irvin.  Inc..  vs.  Anderson.  525  P. 2d  564 
(1974)],  the  South  Dakota  Supreme  Court  noted  in  South 
Dakota  Trucking  Association  vs.  South  Dakota  Department  of 
Transportation .  305  N.W.2d  682  (1981)  that  23  U.S.C.  127 
prohibits  the  withholding  of  Interstate  construction  funds 
froa  States  which  allow  the  operation  of  vehicles  "that 
could  b«  lawfully  operated"  on  July  1,  1956.   "This  clearly 
does  not  require,*'  the  Court  said,  "that  such  vehicles  be 
currently  operated  within  the  State  as  of  July  1,  1956,  but 
only  that  they  could  have  been."  Based  on  these  two 
decisions,  many  States  began  issuing,  or  are  proposing  to 
issue,  divisible  load  permits  allowing  vehicles  weighing  in 
excess  of  110,000  pounds  to  operate  on  the  Interstate. 
These  weights  are  much  greater  than  the  States  allowed  in 
1956,  even  under  permit.   The  FHWA  has  always  held  that  this 
interpretation  is  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  of  the 
grandfather  clause. 

In  1982,  the  enactment  of  the  Symns  Amendment  reinforced  the 
authority  of  States  to  determine — and  in  practice  led  some 
to  exaggerate — their  grandfather  rights.   The  amendment 
modified  Section  127  to  read  (Symms  amendment  underlined) : 
"This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  deny  apportionment 
to  any  State  allowing  the  operation  within  such  State  of  any 
vehicles  or  combinations  thereof  which  the  State  determines 
could  be  lawfully  operated  within  such  State  on  July  1,  1956 
..."  The  result  was  to  encourage  all  States  to  argue  that 
they  are  the  sole  arbiters  of  their  grandfather  rights. 

More  recently,  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  ratified  the  continued 
operation  under  permit  of  longer  combination  vehicles,  most 
of  which  exceed  the  State's  grandfather  rights  and  owe  their 
existence  to  a  combination  of  the  Dick  Irwin  and  South 
Dakota  Trucking  Association  cases,  and  the  Symms  Amendment. 
The  ISTEA  also  enacted  two  statutory  exceptions  which 
overruled  recent  FHWA  enforcement  efforts  in  Maryland  and 
Montana  [sections  1023(d)  and  (f ) ,  respectively].   The 
Montana  provision  will  allow  138,000  pound  trucks  to  operate 
on  the  Interstate. 

The  Congress'  actions  have  consistently  favored  heavier 
vehicles.   The  FHWA  believes  its  administration  of  the 
Vehicle  Weight  Enforcement  Program  has  fulfilled  the 
legislative  requirements,  and  the  legislative  intent,  of  the 
Congress.   We  will  continue  to  implement  these  Congressional 
mandates  while  simultaneously  attempting  to  maintain  the 
Federal-aid  highway  system.   The  FHWA  simply  is  not  able  to 
reverse  significant  political  trends  through  the  Vehicle 
Weight  Enforcement  Program. 
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XX.   CoBarwioMl  Xwrmnmam 

Tb«  OIG  believes  that  the  Vehicle  Weight  Enforcenent  Program 
should  btt  reported  as  a  material  weaXness  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  needed  legislative  changes.   The  FHWA 
believes  that  the  relevant  Congressional  committees  have 
already  been  provided  with  most  of  the  information  contained 
in  the  OIG's  report  and  that  it  would  serve  no  purpose  to 
report  the  Vehicl*  Height  Enforcement  Program  as  a  material 
wea)cness . 

The  General  Accounting  Office,  the  Transportation  Research 
Board  (TRB) ,  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  have  at 
Congress's  request  reviewed  the  issue  of  overweight  trucking 
and  the  FHWA  Vehicle  Weight  Enforcement  Program.   The  most 
recent  report  sulsmitted  to  the  Congress,  Special  Report  225 

Truck  Weight  Limits; Issues  and  Options  (TRB  1990),  is  the 

same  report  cited  by  the  OIG  in  support  of  its  finding  of  a 
material  internal  control  weakness. 

In  addition,  the  FHWA  submits  an  annual  report  to  Congress 
on  the  Vehicle  Weight  Enforcement  Program,  Overweight 

Vehicles  -  Penalties  i   Permits; An  Inventorv  of  State 

Practices.   This  report  summarizes  FHWA's  findings  regarding 
each  State's  annual  certification  that  truck  size  and  weight 
laws  are  being  enforced  as  well  as  weight  violations  and 
special  weight  permits  for  exceeding  weight  limits.   It  also 
details  the  State's  permit  fees  and  overweight  fines  for 
each  fiscal  year. 

Given  the  fact  that  the  Congress  has  already  been  provided 
with  the  relevant  information,  and  that  it  has  enacted 
legislation  favoring  heavier  vehicles,  the  FHWA  does  not 
believe  that  reporting  the  Vehicle  Weight  Enforcement 
Program  will  change  current  legislation,  impact  future 
legislation,  or  Improve  enforcement. 

XXX.  Xeenraer  and  Interpretation  of  Data 

While  the  FHWA  concurs  that  overweight  trucks  have  damaged 
the  nation's  highways,  we  believe  that  the  OIG's  use  of 
selected  data  to  support  its  findings  presents  a  misleading 
picture  of  the  Vehicle  Weight  Enforcement  Program.   The 
OIG's  report  does  not  adequately  represent  the  FHWA's 
success  in  reducing  illegally  overweight  vehicles;  the 
problems  inherent  in  some  of  the  technicjues  used  to  collect 
its  data;  or  the  actual  cost-benefit  relationship  between 
heavier  trucks  and  pavement  maintenance. 
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Progran  Effcetive&ass 

With  vehicle  weight  enforcement,  the  question  Is  not  are 
States  enforcing  truck  weight  laws,  but  rather  how  such 
enforcement  is  enough?  The  overall  data  irt  Special 
Report  225  and  the  other  reports  presented  to  the  Congress 
indicates  that  over  99.5  percent  of  all  vehicles  on  the 
Interstate  meet  Federal  weight  limits  and  that  between 
80  and  90  percent  of  all  vehicles  on  the  remaining  Federal- 
aid  highways  conform  to  the  Federal  limits.   Contrary  to  the 
OIG's  belief,  there  will  never  be  100  percent  compliance 
without  expending  a  disproportionate  amount  of  Federal  and 
State  resources  on  vehicle  weight  enforcement. 

The  FHWA  is  continuing  to  work  with  the  States  to  improve 
vehicle  weight  enforcement.   In  Oregon,  cited  by  the  OIG  as 
needing  better  enforcement  (pg.  25),  there  was  a  7.8  percent 
increase  in  the  numiber  of  trucks  being  weighed  between 
1990  and  1991,  and  its  enforcement  program  now  Includes  all 
major  scale  types,  including  WIM,  fixed,  semi-portable,  and 
portable  scales.   Similarly,  Illinois  reported  Improved 
enforcement  measures  which  resulted  in  only  0.2  percent  of 
all  trucks  weighed  being  found  Illegally  overweight. 

Since  1983,  the  FHHA  has  implemented  significant  changes  to 
Improve  Its  administration  of  the  program.   The  Rural 
Technical  Assistance  Program  provided  significant  funds  to 
twelve  States  for  the  acc[ulsltion  of  HIM  equipment.   The 
FHWA  has  also  provided  a  number  of  other  opportunities  for 
the  States  to  acquire  WIM  equipment  with  matching  or 
complete  Federal  funding.   Additionally,  the  FHWA  has 
conducted  a  series  of  national  conferences  on  WIM  (1983  - 
Denver,  CO;  1985  -  Atlanta,  GA;  1988  -  St.  Paul,  MN;  1990  - 
Austin,  TX;  1992  -  Sacramento,  CA  [in  development]). 

In  1989,  the  FHWA  initiated  a  nationwide  WIM  demonstration 
project.  Demonstration  Project  76.  A  team  of  technical 
advisors  has  been  taking  a  vehicle  around  the  country 
containing  several  types  of  WIM  equipment  that  are  installed 
and  demonstrated  to  upper  management,  planners,  designers, 
and  enforcement  officers  in  each  State.   To  date,  39  States 
have  been  visited  for  3-day  presentations.   To  supplement 
this,  the  FHWA  has  also  developed  software  for  the  analysis 
of  highway  traffic  data,  and  specifically  truck  weight  data. 

Finally,  the  FHWA's  change  of  operating  offices  is  now 
complete.   Effective  October  1,  1991,  field  office 
responsibility  for  State  size  and  weight  program  activities 
was  transferred  to  the  Regional  Directors  of  Motor  Carriers. 
This  change  will  simplify  the  communications  link  between 
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Headquarters  and  the  field.   In  addition,  individuals  with 
more  background  in  truck  and  enforcement  issues  will  be  able 
to  bring  that  background  to  the  program  at  hand. 

Daaage  Cost  Estimates 

The  central  issue  in  the  ciG's  finding  of  a  material 
internal  control  wea}cness  is  a  national  highway  and  bridge 
damage  figure  of  $1.5  billion  which  it  attributes  to 
overweight  trucks.   The  FHWA  believes  the  amount  of  damage, 
while  significant,  cannot  be  quantified  accurately  enough  to 
justify  this  finding.   We  also  believe  that  the  QIC's 
methodology  for  estimating  these  costs  contains  significant 
weeOcnesses. 

With  few  exceptions,  the  OIG's  report  only  discusses 
"overweight  vehicles."   It  does  not  consistently 
differentiate  between  illegally  overweight  vehicles  and 
those  vehicles  traveling  with  permits.   This  practice  is 
even  carried  through  to  the  data  used  to  support  the  finding 
of  a  material  internal  control  weeJcness.   As  previously 
indicated,  the  FHWA  cannot  control  a  State's  permitting 
practices.   The  inclusion  of  both  types  of  vehicles,  as  if 
they  were  interchangeable,  confuses  and  undermines  the 
validity  of  the  OIG's  data. 

The  OIG's  finding  and  dollar  estimates  are  further 
undermined  by  the  discussion  of  possible  improvements.   The 
OIG  believes  it  is  possible  to  reduce  the  damage  caused  by 
"overweight  trucks"  by  $150  million  to  $375  million  annually 
in  the  short  term.   Additional  long-term  savings  are 
anticipated  (a  time  frame  was  not  specified)  if  the  OIG's 
recommendations  are  Implemented.   As  indicated  in  our 
response  to  the  draft  report,  the  FHWA  believes  it  is 
unreasonable  for  the  OIG  to  cite  a  damage  estimate  of 
$1.5  billion  if  the  best  that  can  be  achieved  in  the  short 
tern  (again  not  specified)  is  $375  million.   The  FHWA  has 
implemented  all  but  one  of  the  OIG's  recommendations  from 
the  1983  audit  of  this  same  program  (the  final  corrective 
action — revising  23  CFR,  Part  657  will  be  completed  in 
December  1993) .   According  to  the  data  the  OIG  uses  to 
support  its  finding  of  a  material  weakness,  these  efforts 
apparently  have  not  produced  any  appreciable  reduction  in 
highway  deterioration  ($500  million  cited  in  1983  vs. 
$1.5  billion  in  1991).  We  do  not  believe  that  the  OIG  can 
reasonably  conclude  reductions  in  highway  damage  of  this 
magnitude  ($1.5  billion)  will  occur  as  a  result  cf 
implementing  the  recommendations  contained  in  this  report. 

In  addition,  the  FHWA  believes  the  accuracy  of  the  OIG's 
data  is  questionable  due  to  the  methodology  used  to  compile 
the  damage  cost  estimates.   As  previously  noted,  the  OIG 
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does  not  consistently  differentiate  between  illegally 
overweight  vehicles  and  those  with  permits.   It  also  does 
not  consider  differences  in  climate  and  traffic  loads 
between  The  States  or  the  problem  of  WIM  accuracy. 

Much  of  the  data  used  by  the  OIG  was  compiled  using  WIM 
equipment.   While  the  FHWA  supports  the  use  of  WIM,  it  is 
subject  to  accuracy  problems  which  makes  its  use  unsuitable 
for  supporting  a  finding  of  an  internal  weakness.   As 
indicated  in  the  response  to  the  draft  report,  a  "perfect" 
vehicle  moving  along  a  "perfect"  pavement  could  impact  the 
WIM  device  with  a  dynamic  force  that  would  very  closely 
correspond  to  the  static  weight  of  a  vehicle.   However, 
vehicles  do  vary  greatly  and  pavement  deteriorates  from  the 
day  it  is  constructed.   These  combine  to  make  WIM  data  only 
accurate  within  plus/minus  15  percent  of  actual  vehicle 
weight.   In  other  words,  a  truck  weighing  80,000  pounds  may 
register  at  less  than  70,000  pounds  or  more  than  90,000 
pounds.   These  results  prevent  the  States  from  using  WIM  for 
the  actual  issuing  of  citations.   If  WIM  equipment  is  not 
accurate  enough  for  use  in  issuing  citations,  the  FHWA 
believes  that  it  should  not  be  used  as  evidence  to  support 
the  finding  of  a  material  internal  control  weakness. 

The  OIG  also  makes  frequent  use  of  damage  estimates  from 
individual  States,  such  as  Arizona  and  Oregon;  however,  it 
is  impossible  to  arrive  at  an  accurate  damage  cost  estimate 
for  all  Federal-aid  highways  using  data  extrapolated  from 
even  several  States.   Pavement  deterioration  does  not  occur 
at  a  universal  rate.   One  variable  is  the  climatic  zone.   In 
the  northern  States,  pavements  freeze  with  the  ground,  and 
generally  stay  frozen  for  the  duration  of  the  winter.   In 
the  southern  States,  ground  freeze  is  not  a  common 
occ\irrence.   Conversely,  the  freeze  and  thaw  cycles  of  the 
central  States  tends  to  rapidly  accelerate  pavement 
deterioration.   Thus  one  State,  while  it  may  be 
representative  of  a  region,  may  not  illustrate  nationwide 
highway  deterioration. 

The  saune  variations  would  occur  between  States  when 
comparing  levels  of  traffic  and  types  of  industry.   The 
110,000  pound  trucks  traveling  on  the  Interstate  in 
Montana's  cold  climate  would  create  considerably  more  damage 
in  Ohio's  central  climate.   And  one  would  find  heavier 
traffic  in  an  industrial  or  mining  area  than  in  a  rural  area 
with  few  industries.   The  FHWA  believes  these  State-by-State 
variations  meOce  it  impossible  to  estimate  a  deunage  cost 
figure  based  on  the  presently  available  information  that  is 
accurate  enough  to  meet  the  FMFIA's  criteria  of  risking  or 
resulting  in  the  actual  loss  of  $10  million  or  10  percent  of 
a  budget  line  item. 
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Finally,  the  FHWA  must  reiterate  its  conments  pertaining  to 
the  OIG's  daunage  cost  estimates  as  they  relate  to  the 
Federal-aid  Highway  Program.   Federal-aid  highway  funds  are 
apportioned  to  each  State  via  Congressionally  developed 
formulas.   Each  State  receives  its  share;  and  within  the 
guidance  of  Title  23  U.S.C.,  It  can  use  this  money  for 
whatever  highway/transportation  purposes  it  chooses.   Once 
apportioned,  only  the  State  has  control  over  the  use  of 
these  funds.   We  believe  the  OIG  is  inappropriately 
attempting  to  use  a  nationwide  dollar  figure  for  all 
pavement  and  bridge  infrastructure  damage  instead  of 
determining  damage  costs  on  a  State-by-state  basis. 
Federal-aid  highway  funds  cannot  be  viewed  as  a  single  sum 
of  money. 

Heavier  Trucks  and  Pavement  Maintenance 

The  Congress'  actions  favoring  heavier  vehicles,  despite  the 
associated  increases  in  pavement  deterioration,  are  partly 
based  on  recent  studies  which  clearly  indicate  the  benefits 
of  heavier  trucks  to  the  American  taxpayer.   There  are  two 
publications  which  address  the  cost  issue  in  great  depth: 
Special  Report  22  5.  Truck  Weigh  Limits;  Issues  and  Options, 
and  the  1989  Brookings  Institution  Book  by  Kenneth  A  Small, 
Clifford  Winston,  and  Carol  A.  Evans  titled.  Road  Work:   A 
New  Highway  Pricing  and  Investment  Policy. 

The  TRB  study  evaluated  both  stricter  truck  weight  limits 
(through  elimination  of  existing  grandfather  provisions)  and 
various  proposals  to  liberalize  several  current  truck  size 
and  weight  limitations.   In  terms  of  the  grandfather 
provisions,  the  study  found  that  the  small  annual  reduction 
in  pavement  ($200  million)  and  bridge  ($300  million)  cost 
brought  on  by  elimination  of  grandfather  provisions,  were 
overwhelmed  by  massive  annual  increases  in  transport  costs 
($7.8  billion).   The  study  found  that  grandfather 
elimination  would  result  in  a  net  cost  increase  of 
$7.3  billion  per  year.   The  report  also  notes  that 
eliminating  grandfather  clauses  would  increase  accidents, 
air  pollution,  and  traffic  congestion  (pgs.  2-3). 

Under  all  liberalization  scenarios  evaluated,  total  costs 
(transport,  bridges,  and  pavements)  decreased.   The  chart  on 
page  13  of  the  TRB  report  (reproduced  at  the  end  of  this 
response)  shows  that  implementation  of  the  most  liberal  size 
and  weight  provisions  (the  Canadian  Interprovincial  limits) 
produces  the  maximum  benefit  in  transport  costs  which 
translates  to  maximum  reduction  in  total  costs. 

The  TRB  report  also  notes  that  "incremental  increases  in  the 
carrying  capacity  of  heavy  trucks  result  in  considerable 
productivity  gains,  which  tend  to  outweigh  the  cost  of 
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restoring  or  re-building  pavemen'ts  and  bridges.  When 
changes  to  truck  size  and  weight  regulations  are  relatively 
saall,  the  cost  to  the  existing  infrastructure  is  relatively 
easy  to  -bear  because  large  capital  outlays  are  not  required. 
Instead,  the  system  must  be  maintained  more  frequently  or 
reconstructed  sooner  than  would  normally  be  the  case,  which 
can  be  achieved  assuming  that  highway  taxes  adequately  cover 
required  costs"  (pg  54) . 

In  conclusion,  the  FHWA  appreciates  the  time  and  effort  put 
forth  by  the  OIG  in  conducting  this  audit.   However,  we  must 
again  strongly  disagree  with  the  OIG's  finding  of  a  material 
internal  control  weaJcness.   As  indicated  in  this  response, 
we  believe  the  OIG  has  overestimated  the  FHWA's  legal 
authority  and  practical  ability  to  influence  vehicle  weight 
enforcement;  that  the  OIG's  recommendation  does  not  consider 
recent  political  trends  and  Congressional  action  favoring 
heavier  vehicles;  that  the  appropriate  Congressional 
committees  are  well  informed  on  this  issue;  and  that  OIG's 
data  is  not  sufficiently  accurate  to  support  this  finding. 
In  addition,  we  do  not  believe  that  reporting  the  Vehicle 
Weight  Enforcement  Program  would  improve  enforcement  efforts 
or  that  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Department. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Federal  Hlghmy  Adilnlstratlon 

23  CFR  Part  (57 

[FHWA  Dock«t  Hos.  ] 

RIN 

Certification  of  Size  and  Weight  EnforcaMnt 

AGENCY:  Federal  Highway  Adainistration  (FHWA),  DOT. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  proposed  ruleoaking. 

SUMMARY:  FHWA  proposes  to  amend  23  CFR  657  to  provide  additional  guidance  to 
State  hightnay  agencies  for  preparing  annual  vehicle  size  and  weight 
certifications  and  enforcement  plans.  This  proposal  will  allow  States  to  make  a 
better  estimate  of  the  magnitude  and  location  of  illegally  overweight  truck 
operations. 

The  proposed  regulation  requires  States  to:  (1)  use  WIH  equipment  as  one  means 
of  weighing  trucks,  (2)  revise  their  data  collection  effort,  (3)  estimate  the 
average  number  and  one-way  length  of  trips  made  under  special  permit, 
(4)  identify  repeat  violators,  (5)  resolve  the  cause  for  sanctions  through  a 
meeting  with  FHWA  representatives,  and  (6)  prepare  specific,  measurable  vehicle 
enforcement  goals  against  which  their  enforcement  operations  will  be  evaluated. 

Comments  are  requested  on  the  feasibility  of  each  State  implementing  a 
relevant  evidence  law.  CoHKnts  are  also  requested  on  the  time  needed, 
administrative  costs  and  other  problems  associated  with  implementing  the 
revisions  discussed  in  this  proposed  regulation.  Suggestions  to  improve  the 
proposed  regulation  are  welcome. 

DATE:  Comments  on  this  docket  must  be  received  on  or  before  (Insert  date  90  days 
after  date  of  publication  in  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER). 

ADDRESS:  Submit  written,  signed  comments,  to  FHWA  Docket  No.    ,  Federal 
Highway  Administration.  Room  4232,  HCC-10,  Office  of  the  Chief  Counsel,  Federal 
Highway  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  SW. ,  Washington,  DC  20590. 
Commenters  may,  in  addition  to  submitting  'hard  copies'  of  their  connents, 
submit  a  floppy  disk  (either  1.2Mb  or  360Kb  density)  In  a  format  that  is 
compatible  with  word  processing  programs  Word  Perfect  or  WordStar.  All  comments 
received  hIII  be  available  for  examination  at  the  above  address  between 
8:30  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.,  e.t.,  Monday  through  Friday  except  legal  holidays. 
Those  desiring  notification  of  receipt  of  cooKnts  must  include  a  self- 
addressed,  stamped  postcard. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr.  Dennis  Miller,  Office  of  Motor  Carrier 
Information  Management  and  Analysis  (202-366-4026)  or  Mr.  Charles  Medal en. 
Office  of  the  Chief  Counsel  (202-366-1354),  Federal  Highway  Administration,  400 
Seventh  Street,  SW.,  Washington,  DC  20590.  Office  hours  are  from  7:30  a.m.  to 
4:00  p.m.,  e.t.,  Monday  through  Friday,  except  legal  holidays. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Background 

To  preserve  the  Nation's  investment  in  the  Interstate  Highway  System,  Congress 
established  in  1955  vehicle  weight  limits  for  the  Interstate  System  (23  U.S.C. 
127)  and  beginMng  in  1974  required  each  State  to  annually  certify  that  it  is 
enforcing  its  size  and  weight  laws  (23  U.S.C.  141).  The  1978  Federal-aid 
Highway  Act  authorized  the  Department  of  Transportation  to  require  that  each 
State  provide  information  in  its  certification  sufficient  to  allow  evaluation  of 
the  State's  weight  enforcement  program.  In  1980,  the  FHWA  promulgated 
regulation,  23  CFR  557  Certification  of  Size  and  Weight  Enforcement,  detailing 
what  vehicle  weight  Information  was  needed  from  the  States  to  evaluate  the 
State's  weight  enforcement  program.  In  addition,  the  States  were  required  to 
annually  prepare  a  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan.  The  State's  plan 
was  to  be  the  basis  against  which  its  enforcement  program  as  sunnarized  In  Its 
certification  was  to  be  evaluated. 

Currently,  States  provide  In  their  annual  certification,  due  to  the  FHWA 
January  1  of  each  year,  such  information  as  the  number  of  trucks  weighed,  total 
and  by  scale  type,  the  number  of  citations  Issued  total  and  by  type  of 
violation.  Permits  issued  by  type,  the  number  of  off-loads  and  load  shifts,  and 
changes  to  the  State's  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws  and  regulations  related  to 
permit  fees  and  overweight  fines  are  also  reported. 

The  State's  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan  contains  such 
Information  as  an  Inventory  of  facilities  and  equipment,  fiscal  and  personnel 
resources,  enforcement  practices  and  procedures,  program  goals,  and  an 
evaluation  of  current  operations.  The  State's  plan  Is  to  be  provided  to  the 
FHWA  for  review  by  July  1  and  is  to  be  accepted  and  "In  effect  by  October  1  of 
each  year. 

Problias  With  the  Existing  Certification  and  Enforcwwnt  Plan  Procedures 

1.  Magnitude  and  location  of  the  overweight  truck  problem  are  unknown. 

The  FHWA  has  had  more  than  10  years  of  experience  using  data  provided  by  the 
States  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  State  vehicle  size  and  weight 
enforcement  programs.  While  year-to-year  comparisons  of  such  information  as 
trucks  weighed  and  citations  issued  provide  some  Indication  as  to  the 
effectiveness  of  the  State's  program,  the  basic  questions  "What  are  the 
magnitude  and  location  of  the  overweight  truck  problem?"  remain  unanswered. 

The  1990  State  certifications  showed  that  more  than  149  million  trucks  were 
weighed  of  which  nearly  623,000  were  found  to  be  overweight.  This  Information 
demonstrates  very  good  compliance  with  about  0.4  percent  of  all  trucks 
weighed  found  in  violation.  However,  data  from  WIN  surveys  and  weigh  scale 
bypass  studies  show  much  higher  percentages  of  trucks  to  be  overweight.  In 
these  surveys  and  studies.  It  is  not  uncomnnn  to  find  10  to  20  percent  of  trucks 
weighed  to  be  overweight.  Data  from  the  weigh  stations  as  reported  in  the  State 
certifications,  therefore,  appear  to  underrepresent  the  number  of  overweight 
trucks  In  actual  operation. 

2.  Preparation  of  enforcement  plans  and  certifications  Is  time  consuming. 

The  States  expend  considerable  effort  in  the  preparation  of  certifications 
and  enforcement  plans  and  In  the  collection  of  data.  Some  States  go  beyond 
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Federal  requirements  in  preparing  their  enforcements  plans  and  certifications 
thus  providing  unnecessary  information.  Other  States  provide  inadequate 
information  or  information  in  a  format  other  than  that  which  is  required. 

3.  Not  all  States  are  using  improved  data  collection  and  nanaoeroent  innovations. 

FHWA  review  of  State  vehicle  enforcement  plans  and  certifications  suggests 
that  the  data  collected,  data  collection  equipment  and  procedures,  and  reporting 
format  needs  to  be  rethought.  Advances  in  data  collection  equipment,  data 
analysis  and  reporting,  coupled  with  continuing  limitations  on  personnel  and 
financial  resources  suggest  that  improvement  in  the  preparation  and  use  of 
enforcement  plans  and  certifications  is  needed  and  is  possible.  Data  currently 
reported  in  State  certifications  do  not  Indicate  which  conmercial  groups  are 
major  contributors  to  the  overweight  truck  problem.  There  is  also  no  indication 
who  the  repeat  violators  are.  These  data  are  needed  to  plan  an  effective 
enforcement  program.  States  need  to  be  encouraged  to  use  the  latest  overweight 
vehicle  detection  equipment  and  latest  data  management  systems  in  their 
enforcement  programs. 

4.  Pavement  wear  attributed  to  vehicles  with  soecial  permits  is  unknown. 

Federal  statute  (23  U.S.C.  127)  allows  States  to  issue  special  overweight 
load  permits  on  Interstate  highways  where  the  load  cannot  be  easily  dismantled 
or  divided.  In  addition,  if  a  State  had  on  July  1,  1956,  laws  in  effect 
allowing  the  issuance  of  special  overweight  permits  for  divisible  loads 
(grandfather  rights),  the  State  can  continue  to  issue  such  permits.  All  States 
issue  overweight  permits  for  non-divisible  loads,  and  32  States  issue  permits 
for  divisible  loads.  Ten  of  these  States  have  issued  divisible  load  permits 
since  1982  when  the  Surface  Transportation  Assistance  Act  allowed  States  to 
determine  their  grandfather  rights.  In  addition  to  single-trip  divisible  and 
non-divisible  overweight  load  permits;  27  States  also  issue  multiple-trip, 
divisible  overweight  load  permits,  and  33  States  issue  multiple-trip,  non- 
d-.visible  overweight  load  permits.  From  1984  to  1989  the  number  of  multiple- 
trip  overweight  divisible  load  permits  Issued  has  increased  an  average  of 
8.7  percent  per  year,  while  the  number  of  multiple-trip  non-divisible  load 
permits  issued  has  increased  an  average  of  14.5  percent  per  year.  Because  the 
FHWA  does  not  require  the  number  of  trips  made  under  each  multiple-trip  permit 
to  be  reported,  the  added  pavement  and  bridge  damage  costs  resulting  from 
issuing  multiple-trip  overweight  permits  is  unknown. 

5.  Permit  fee  and  overweight  fine  schedules  do  not  always  reflect  true  costs. 

The  Department's  National  Transportation  Policy  (NTP)  strongly  advocates 
permit  fees  that  are  commensurate  with  the  cost  of  repairing  damage  to  roads  and 
bridges  caused  by  overweight  vehicles.  The  fees  should  also  cover  all 
administrative  expenses  and  enforcement  costs  associated  with  the  permit 
program. 

States  determine  the  fees  to  be  charged  for  overweight  permits  as  well  as 
penalties  to  be  assessed  for  violating  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws.  Current 
permit  fee  and  overweight  fine  schedules  are  reported  annually  to  the  Congress 
in  FHWA's  publication  'Overweight  Vehicles— Penalties  ft  Permits.'  In  1989,  the 
average  permit  fee  for  a  4000-pound  gross  weight  overload  was  $16.78,  and  the 
average  overweight  fine  was  $182.25.  Permit  fees  ranged  from  no  charge  to  $60 
for  4000  pounds  overweight.  The  fine  for  4000  pounds  overweight  ranged  from  $10 
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to  $700.  If  the  cost  of  pavement  damage  ranges  between  4  and  16  cents  per  ESAL- 
mile,  the  cost  of  an  84,000-pound  truck  traveling  100  miles  ««ou1d  be  between  $16 
and  $64.  ESAL  stands  for  18,000-pound  equivalent  single  axle  load  and  is  the 
primary  measure  of  pavement  wear  used  in  the  United  States. 

As  can  be  seen,  there  is  a  wide  range  among  States  in  both  permit  fees  and 
overweight  fines.  State  overweight  fine  schedules  also  need  to  be  based  on 
recovering  the  fuU.  cost  of  bridge  and  pavement  wear  done  by  those  responsible 
for  operating  overweight  vehicles  including  enforcement  and  administrative 
costs. 

6.  Enforcement  plans  lack  specific,  measurable  goals. 

Another  weakness  discovered  in  reviewing  State  enforcement  plans  is  that  they 
often  lack  specific,  measurable  goals.  Since  the  enforcement  plan  is  the 
primary  criterion  against  which  the  effectiveness  of  the  State's  enforcement 
program  is  to  be  measured,  plan  goals  need  to  be  specific  and  measurable.  More 
important,  the  State's  enforcement  plan  needs  to  be  a  working  document  which 
reflects  both  program  accomplishments  and  shortcomings.  The  plan  should  be  used 
by  the  State  to  guide  each  year's  enforcement  efforts. 

In  ideal  operation,  the  State  submits  its  annual  certification,  the  FHWA 
evaluates  the  effectiveness  of  the  State's  enforcement  program  providing 
cownents  to  the  State,  and  then  the  State  prepares  the  next  year's  enforcement 
plan  to  address  its  and  FHWA's  findings.  The  States  have  been  generally 
responsive  in  submitting  their  certifications  by  January  1  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30.  What  has  too  often  occurred,  however,  is  that  by  the 
time  FHWA  completes  its  review  and  provides  comments,  there  is  insufficient  time 
for  the  State  to  consider  these  comments  in  the  preparation  of  its  next  draft 
enforcement  plan  due  to  the  FHWA  July  1.  In  addition,  several  months  of  the 
next  fiscal  year  have  elapsed  before  the  State  has  the  benefit  of  FHWA  comments 
on  the  effectiveness  of  its  enforcement  program  for  the  last  fiscal  year.  Thus, 
the  State  has  only  a  limited  time  to  make  revisions  to  Its  current  enforcement 
plan  once  it  receives  FHWA  conments. 

7.  There  is  inadequate  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  in  some  urban  areas. 

States  not  having  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  jurisdiction  in  urban 
areas  are  required  to  evaluate  the  weight  enforcement  efforts  of  the  local 
jurisdictions.  These  analyses  are  to  include  identifying  the  urban  areas  not 
under  State  jurisdiction  and  reporting  the  number  of  Federal-aid  highway  miles 
in  the  urban  areas.  The  State  is  also  asked  for  a  narrative  discussion  of  the 
enforcement  in  these  areas.  While  such  discussions  often  include  the  number  of 
vehicles  weighed,  citations  issued,  coordinated  State  and  local  weight 
enforcement  efforts,  and  a  summary  of  training  efforts,  many  do  not. 

Because  the  States  do  not  have  Jurisdiction  in  these  areas,  they  do  not  feel 
responsible  for  reporting  the  required  information.  Because  the  Cities  do  not 
have  the  equipment  and  expertise  for  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement,  they 
do  not  report  the  information  to  the  State  for  inclusion  in  the  State's 
enforcement  plan  and  certification.  Accordingly,  it  Is  difficult  to  Judge  urban 
weight  enforcement  from  a  national  perspective. 

8.  Sanction  procedures  do  not  clearly  identify  State  settlement  options. 

If  a  State  fails  to  certify  as  required  by  FHWA  regulations,  sanction 
procedures  can  be  implemented  to  reduce  by  lO  percent  the  highway  funds  that 
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would  otherwise  be  apportioned  to  the  State  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  If-the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  determines  that  the  State  is  not  adequately 
enforcing  State  size  and  weight  laws  on  Federal-aid  highways,  sanction 
procedures  can  also  be  impleoiented  to  reduce  apportioned  highway  funds  by  10 
percent.  If  State  laws  fail  to  reflect  on  Interstate  highways  those  weight 
limits  found  In  23  U.S.C.  127,  sanction  procedures  can  be  implemented  to 
withhold  all  Interstate  construction  funds  to  be  apportioned  to  the  State  for 
the  next  fiscal  year. 

Sanction  procedures  found  in  23  CFR  657.21  do  not  clearly  indicate  the  options 
available  to  a  State  for  resolving  conflicts  between  Federal  and  State  laws,  or 
issues  involving  degree  of  enforcement.  Sanction  procedures  and  penalties  are 
somewhat  different  depending  on  the  reason  for  implementing  sanctions.  These 
differences  are  not  clearly  indicated  in  the  FHWA  regulation. 

laprovlng  Certification  and  Enforceaent  Plan  Procedures 

1.  Determining  the  aiaanitude  and  location  of  the  overweioht  truck  problem. 

The  appendix  to  this  proposed  regulation  provides  a  form  that  States  are  to 
use  to  meet  both  Federal  size  and  weight  certification  and  enforcement  plan 
submission  requirements.  The  reported  information  contained  in  the  form  will 
enable  the  FHWA  to  evaluate  the  quality  of  the  State's  vehicle  size  and  weight 
enforcement  program.  The  information  will  also  provide  a  better  estimate  of  the 
extent  and  location  of  the  overweight  truck  problem  both  in  terms  of  vehicles 
being  illegally  operated  overweight  and  those  being  operated  overweight  using 
single  and  multiple-trip  permits.  This  information  can  then  be  reported  to  the 
Congress. 

The  form  begins  by  asking  for  the  percentage  of  commercial  motor  vehicles 
exceeding  one  or  more  of  the  axle,  gross,  or  bridge  formula  weight  limits  by 
6-hour  period  of  the  day  for  the  following  six  Federal-aid  highway  system: 
(1)  rural  Interstate,  (2)  urban  Interstate,  (3)  other  rural  primary,  (4)  other 
urban  primary,  (5)  rural  secondary,  and  (6)  urban  secondary.  The  overall 
percent  of  truck  traffic  found  overweight  in  the  three  most  recent  truck  weight 
surveys  is  requested,  together  with  a  list  of  carriers  and/or  shippers  that, 
based  on  enforcement  records  and  experience,  receive  the  most  overweight 
citations.  Such  information,  as  part  of  an  overall  program  review  for  example, 
will  enable  the  State  to  determine  the  magnitude  and  location  of  the  overweight 
truck  problem  and  to  effectively  plan  an  enforcement  program  to  address  the 
problem. 

2.  Simplifying  State  areoaration  of  enforcement  plans  and  certifications. 

The  form  found  in  the  appendix  together  with  the  narrative  in  this  proposed 
regulation  is  designed  to  eliminate  the  State's  uncertainty  as  to  the  content  of 
the  required  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan  and  certification  and  to 
•ninimize  the  tiae  required  by  the  State  to  complete  its  plan  and  certification. 

3.  Using  innovative  data  collection,  analvsis.  and  management  technigues. 

New  vehicle  enforcement  technologies  and  techniques  are  needed  if  weight 
enforcement  is  to  be  effective. 

Weigh-in-motion  (WIH)  equipment  is  now  being  used  by  16  States  to  screen 
trucks  as  they  approach  the  weigh  station.  Those  trucks  whose  WIM  weight  is 
less  than  a  preselected  value  are  returned  directly  to  the  mainline  without 
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crossing  the  static  scale  thus  saving  the  driver  trip  time  and  freeing  scale 
personnel  for  weighing  and  citing  illegally  loaded  trucks.  WIM  equipment  also 
offers  great  potential  for  unobtrusive  monitoring  of  truck  weights  or  weigh 
scale  bypass  routes  and  at  selected  locations  where  trucks  are  suspected  to  be 
operating  overweight. 

The  appendix  to  this  regulation  shall  be  used  in  developing  a  data  management 
system.  Use  of  WIM  equipment  and  advanced  data  management  systems  has  the 
potential  for  reducing  State  enforcement  costs,  improving  trucking  productivity, 
and  removing  unsafe  and  overloaded  trucks  from  our  highways. 

Relevant  evidence  procedures  is  another  method  that  has  been  successfully  used 
to  more  efficiently  check  compliance  with  vehicle  weight  limits.  Relevant 
evidence  laws  allow  citing  those  tendering  overweight  loads  for  shipment  as  well 
as  truck  ovmers  and  operators  who  are  responsible  for  transporting  overweight 
cargo.  Citing  is  based  on  the  State  enforcement  agency's  review  of  bills  of 
lading  and  weight  receipts  where  cargo  is  picked  up  or  delivered.  Compliance 
can  be  checked  for  more  trucks  in  less  time  and  at  less  expense  using  relevant 
evidence  procedures.  Minnesota  has  been  using  a  relevant  evidence  law  since 
1980  as  part  of  its  vehicle  weight  enforcement  program.  Its  experience  is 
reflected  in  a  report  entitled  "The  Effectiveness  of  Relevant  Evidence  in 
Reducing  Truck  Overweights." 

In  a  1990  survey  of  41  member  departments,  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  and  Transportation  Officials  (AASHTO)  reported  that  30  member 
departments  would  consider  implementing  relevant  evidence  law  if  the  Federal 
government  mandated  installation  of  on-board  truck  recording  devices. 

4.  Determining  pavement  wear  due  to  the  issuance  of  special  permits. 

A  special  study  is  proposed  to  determine  the  amount  of  pavement  wear  that  can 
be  attributed  to  vehicles  operating  under  overweight  permits.  In  particular, 
the  study  is  intended  to  determine  the  average  weight,  number  of  trips,  and  trip 
length  for  vehicles  operating  under  multiple-trip  overweight  load  permits.  The 
study  will  last  five  years  beginning  with  the  first  full  fiscal  year  under  this 
regulation. 

The  study  calls  for  detailed  travel  and  weight  information  in  summary  form 
from  a  sample  of  the  permits  issued  during  the  year.  The  actual  sample  will  be 
selected  in  a  random  manner  following  commonly  accepted  statistical  procedures. 
A  separate  sample  will  be  drawn  from  each  of  the  four  basic  permit  types; 
nondivisible  single  trip,  nondivisible  multiple  trip,  divisible  single  trip,  and 
divisible  multiple  trip.  This  information  will  be  used  to  calculate  18,000- 
pound  equivalent  single  axle  load-miles  (ESAL-miles)  of  travel  for  each  of  the 
four  permit  categories.  Section  VI  of  the  appendix  to  the  proposed  regulation 
includes  a  for«  for  summarizing  the  required  permit  data. 

5.  Reviewing  permit  fee  and  overweight  fine  schedules. 

In  order  to  preserve  the  Federal  and  State  investment  in  highways  and  ensure 
pavements  are  protected  from  illegally  loaded  trucks,  the  proposed  regulation 
requires  each  State  to  describe  in  its  annual  enforcement  plan  the  basis  for  its 
existing  permit  fee  and  overweight  fine  structures.  The  plan  should  indicate  if 
the  fees  and  fines  are  adjusted  periodically  to  account  for  permit  and 
enforcement  program  costs  and  bridge  and  pavement  wear. 

This  requirement  will  make  it  necessary  for  each  State  to  take  a  close  look  at 
the  actual  costs  involved  in  providing  highways,  its  permit  program,  and  for 
vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement. 
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6.  Establishlno  specific,  measurable  enforcement  goals. 

FHWA's  review  of  State  certifications  and  enforcement  plans  over  the  last  10 
years  shows  the  uniqueness  of  each  State's  enforcement  program.  Many  States 
rely  extensively  on  permanent  port-of -entry  weigh  stations  to  ensure  compliance 
with  size  and  weight  laws,  while  other  States  rely  on  mobile  teams  using  semi- 
portable  and  portable  scales  to  ensure  compliance.  Some  States  weigh  large 
numbers  of  trucks  and  others  randomly  weigh  relatively  few  trucks.  Such 
diversity  enables  the  States  to  tailor  their  enforcement  program  to  particular 
enforcement  problems,  needs,  resources,  and  highway  network.  Such  diversity 
also  negates  implementing  uniform  national  standards  regarding  number  of  weigh 
stations,  number  of  particular  types  of  equipment,  vehicles  to  be  weighed, 
citations  to  be  issued,  or  some  other  numerical  standard. 

The  FHWA  takes  the  position  that  the  State  should  be  encouraged  to  annually 
conduct  a  detailed  enforcement  program  review  noting  items  such  as:  (1)  measures 
to  be  used  in  determining  the  effectiveness  of  its  enforcement  program,  (2) 
adequacy  of  State  size  and  weight  laws  in  deterring  illegally  overweight 
operations,  (3)  adequacy  of  resources  to  conduct  an  effective  enforcement 
program,  (4)  adequacy  of  the  State's  organizational  structure  to  communicate, 
coordinate,  and  execute  an  effective  enforcement  program,  (5)  conformance  of 
State  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws  with  Federal  laws  and  regulations,  (6)  when, 
where,  and  which  cargo  carriers  are  operating  illegally,  (7;  which  enforcement 
strategies  are  working  well  and  which  need  to  be  improved,  (8)  successes  and 
failures  in  meeting  current  year  goals  and  the  reasons  why,  and  (9)  FHWA  review 
comments  regarding  the  adequacy  of  the  State's  certification  and  enforcement 
plan. 

The  State  in  cooperation  with  the  FHWA  should  then  develop  an  enforcement 
plan  that  builds  on  the  strengths  and  corrects  the  deficiencies  noted  during  the 
program  review.  As  noted  in  the  appendix  to  the  proposed  regulation, 
enforcement  goals  and  planned  activities  should  be  specific  and  measurable. 
Goals  should  include  person-shifts  planned  to  be  worked  during  the  year,  and 
estimates  of  (1)  the  number  of  vehicles  to  be  weighed  by  Federal-aid  system  and 
scale  type,  (2)  the  number  of  permits  to  be  issued  by  type,  (3)  the  number  of 
trips  to  be  made  under  multiple-trip  permits,  (4)  the  number  of  citations  to  be 
issued  by  type  of  violation,  and  (5)  the  numbers  of  off-loads  and  load  shifts. 
There  should  be  a  goal  to  correct  each  deficiency  noted  in  the  State's  program 
review  process  including  those  identified  by  the  FHWA.  In  addition,  there 
should  be  goals  related  to  implementation  of  weigh-in-motion  technology, 
reduction  of  weigh  station  bypassing,  and  enactment  of  relevant  evidence  laws. 

The  FHWA  will  then  judge  the  adequacy  of  the  State's  enforcement  program  by 
comparing  planned  with  actual  enforcement  operations  and  by  evaluating  the 
State's  explanation  of  deviations. 

7.  Reporting  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  in  urban  areas. 

The  proposed  regulation  asks  for  an  estimate  of  the  percentage  of  overweight 
trucks  operating  on  all  urban  highways,  number  of  person-shifts  planned  and 
actually  worked  by  local  government  weight  enforcement  officers,  as  well  as  the 
number  of  trucks  planned  to  be  weighed  and  actually  weighed  on  urban  area 
highways  by  the  local  jurisdictions.  An  explanation  is  requested  where  actual 
operations  differ  from  planned  operations. 
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fl.  Clanfvlng  sanction  procedures. 

The  proposed  regulation  will  clearly  show  that  sanction  procedures  nay  be 
Inpleoented  if  the  State  (1)  falls  to  certify,  (2)  falls  to  adequately  enforce 
vehicle  weight  laws  and  regulations,  and/or  (3)  enforces  laws  Inconsistent  with 
Federal  requlrewnts  [23  U.S.C.  127]. 

Under  the  existfng  regulation,  a  State  nay  use  any  of  three  options  to 
tenalnate  FHWA  Initiated  sanction  procedures.  The  State  can  request  an  Informal 
neeting,  a  hearing  with  transcript,  or  a  hearing  conducted  In  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of'the  Adnlnlstratlve  Procedure  Act,  5  U.S.C.  555.  Because  the 
existing  procedures  are  difficult  to  understand  and  follow  and  nay  be  quite 
lengthy.  It  Is  proposed  that  problems  relating  to  certification,  level  of 
enforcement,  and  conformity  of  State  and  Federal  law  be  resolved  through  a 
■eeting  between  State  and  Federal  officials. 
Request  for  Comments 

Conaents  are  requested  on  the  feasibility  of  each  State  Implementing  a 
relevant  evidence  law.  What  problems  are  anticipated  In  passing  enabling 
legislation  and  funding  and  administering  a  relevant  evidence  program?  What 
groups  are  likely  to  be  opposed  to  use  of  relevant  evidence  as  a  vehicle  weight 
enforcement  tool? 

CooDients  are  also  requested  on  administrative  and  other  problems, 
costs,  and  tine  for  States  to  phase  in  relevant  evidence  and  other  changes 
contained  in  the  proposed  regulation  including  the  requirement  to: 

*  Identify  the  percent  of  coiiinercial  motor  vehicles  exceeding  one  or  more 
of  the  axle,  bridge  fomula,  or  gross  weight  Units  for  each  Federal-aid  system 
and  six-hour  period  of  the  day. 

'  List  those  carriers  and/or  shippers  that  receive  the  most  overweight 
citation. 

'  Use  WIM  equipment  as  one  means  of  weighing  vehicles. 

*  Increase  data  collection  and  analysis  requirements. 

*  Conduct  a  special  study  to  estimate  the  18,000-pound  equivalent  single 
axle  load-miles  of  travel  for  each  of  four  permit  categories. 

"  Resolve  the  cause  for  sanctions  through  a  meeting  with  FHWA 
representatives  rather  than  through  a  hearing. 

List  of  Subjects  in  23  CFR  Part  657 
Vehicle  size  and  weight  certification,  Enforcement  plan,  Enforcement, 
Sanctions. 

Note. "The  Federal  Highway  Administration  has  determined  that  this  document 
contains  a  significant  proposal  according  to  the  criteria  established  by  the 
Department  of  Transportation  pursuant  to  E.G.  12044.  An  evaluation  of  this 
proposal  is  contained  in  the  public  docket  and  is  available  for  inspection. 

This  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
23  U.S.C.  127,  141,  315,  and  the  delegation  of  authority  by  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  at  49  CFR  1.48(b). 

Issued  on  (Enter  date) 

T.  D.  Larson 
Adnlnistrator 

For  the  reasons  set  out  In  the  preamble,  Title  23,  Part  657  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  is  amended  as  set  forth  below. 
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CERTIFICAnOM  OF  SIZE  AND  HEIGHT  ENFORCENENT 

Sec. 

657.1  Purpose. 

657.3  Definition. 

657.5  Policy. 

657.7  ObjectlT*. 

657.9  Foraulatlon  of  a  plan  for  enforceaent. 

657.11  Evaluation  of  operations. 

657.13  Certification  requireaent. 

657.15  Certification  content. 

557.17  Certification  subalttal. 

657.19  Effect  of  failure  to  certify  or  to  enforce  State  laws  adequately. 

657.21  Procedure  for  reduction  of  funds. 

Appendix— Subaission  Fora  to  Meet  Vehicle  Size  and  Height  Enforceaent  Plan  and 
Certification  Requireaents. 

Authority:  Sec.  123,  Surface  Transportation  Assistance  Act  of  1978,  Pub.  L. 
95-599.  9&Stat.  2689;  23  U.S.C.  127,  141,  and  315;  49  CFR  1.48(b). 

Source:  45  FR  52368,  Aug.  7,  1980,  unless  otherwise  noted. 

Sec.  (57.1  Purpose. 

To  prescribe  requireaents  for  adainistering  a  prograa  of  vehicle  size  and 
weight  enforceaent  on  Federal-aid  (FA)  highways  including  the  requireaents  for 
and  content  of  the  State's  annual  certification.  To  prescribe  the  requireaents 
for  and  content  of  the  State's  size  and  weight  enforceaent  plan. 

Sm.  657.3  Definition. 

(a)  "Enforcing'  or  "enforceaent*  aeans  all  actions  by  the  State  to  obtain 
coapliance  with  size  and  weight  requireaents  by  all  vehicle  operators  on  FA 
Interstate,  other  priaary,  urban,  and  secondary  highways. 

(b)  A  "precleared  vehicle"  Is  one  which  does  not  have  to  enter  an  open  weigh 
station  because  it  has  been  previously  identified  and  weighed  at  an  enforceaent 
site  on  a  designated  route.  Drivers  of  such  vehicles  are  participating  in  an 
"Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Systea"  (IVHS)  prograa,  and  their  vehicles  are 
equipped  with  a  transponder  enabling  thea  to  be  autoaatically  identified  at 
subsequent  weigh  stations  without  having  to  stop. 

Sac.  (57. S  Policy. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Federal  Highway  Adainistration  (FHHA)  that  each  State 
shall  enforce  its  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws.  By  encouraging  coapliance, 
these  laws  provide  for  the  preservation  of  paveaent  and  bridges  and  for  the 
safety  of  the  aotoring  public.  It  is  FHHA  policy  that  each  State  develop  and 
use  a  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan  that  effectively  deters  illegal 
overweight  operation,  proaotes  efficient  use  of  enforceaent  resources,  and 
provides  for  good  coaainicatlon  aaong  enforceaent,  design,  and  perait  offices. 
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Sm.  657.7  Objective. 

The  objective  of  this  regulation  is  to  ensure  that  each  State  has  a  process 
and  operational  procedures  for  identifying  illegal  overweight  and  oversize 
vehicles  leading  to  the  systematic  reaioval  of  such  vehicles  from  our  Nation's 
highways.  This  regulation  is  intended  to  provide  guidance  to  the  State  in 
developing  its  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan  and  preparing  its  annual 
certification. 

S«c.  657.9  Foraulatlon  of  •  plan  for  onforcMMnt. 

(a)  Each  State  shall  develop  a  plan  to  ensure  an  effective  vehicle  size  and 
weight  enforcement  program.  The  plan  shall  describe  procedures,  resources,  and 
facilities  devoted  to  size  and  weight  enforcement.  The  plan  shall  provide  for 
sufficient  data  to  be  collected  to  estimate  the  magnitude  and  location  of 
illegally  overweight  vehicle  and  weigh  scale  bypassing  problems.  Specific 
quantifiable  enforcement  goals  are  to  be  prepared  each  year  In  terms  of 
financial,  personnel,  operational,  and  equipment  resources  committed  to 
enforcement.  These  goals  will  be  used  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the 
State's  vehicle  weight  enforcement  program  during  the  annual  certification. 

The  State's  letter  transmitting  its  plan  shall  contain  the  statement:  "This 
vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan  for  the  year  October  1,  199_  to 
September  30,  199_  is  submitted  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  for 
acceptance  in  accordance  with  23  CFR  657.13."  The  submission  date  and  the 
signature,  typed  name,  and  title  of  the  official  submitting  the  plan  shall  be 
included  in  the  transmittal  letter  to  the  FHWA.  Each  plan  Is  to  be  accepted  by 
the  FHWA  Division  Office  with  concurrence  of  the  Regional  Office  with  a 
statement  as  follows:  "The  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan  submitted  on 
(date)   is  accepted  as  the  basis  for  determining  the  adequacy  of  the  State's 
certification  of  enforcement  operations  for  the  Federal  fiscal  year  199_."  The 
date  of  acceptance  and  the  signature,  typed  name,  and  title  of  the  FHWA~off icial 
accepting  the  State's  plan  shall  be  included  in  the  transmittal  letter  to  the 
State.  The  Division  will  send  a  copy  of  the  State's  plan  and  its  acceptance 
letter  together  with  comments  provided  to  the  State  through  the  Region  to  the 
Office  of  Motor  Carriers,  Washington,  D.C.,  attention  HIA-20. 

(b)  As  illustrated  in  the  appendix,  the  plan  shall  discuss  the  following 
subjects: 

(I)   Facilities  and  resources,  (i)  No  plan  shall  be  accepted  that  does  not 
require  vehicle  weighing  using  WIH  equipment  and  at  least  one  other  method 
including  fixed  platfora,  semiportable,  or  portable  scales.  Acceptable  use  of 
WIM  equipnent  Includes  but  Is  not  limited  to  screening  legal  from  overloaded 
trucks  at  weigh  stations  and  on  mainline  and  bypass  routes.  There  shall  be 
sufficient  weigh  stations  and  weighing  sessions  to  ensure  the  enforcement  of 
vehicle  weight  laws  as  well  as  accurately  portray  the  extent  and  location  of  the 
overweight  vehicle  and  weigh  scale  bypassing  probleas  on  each  Federal-aid 
systea. 

(11)  Identify  staff  assigned  to  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforceaent  by 
agency  Including  auditors  assigned  to  examine  bills  of  lading  and  other  weight 
records.  Where  more  than  one  State  agency  or  office  has  weight  enforcement 
responsibility,  the  lead  agency  or  office  shall  be  Indicated,  and  the 
coordination  process  with  the  other  agencies  and  offices  shall  be  described. 


-10- 


380 


(2)  Policies  and  practices,  (i)  The  proposed  plan  of  operations  is  to 
subdivided  by  Federal-aid  highway  system.  The  plan  should  discuss  enforcement 
strategies  to  be  used  in  both  rural  and  urban  areas  irrespective  of 
jurisdictional  authority. 

(ii)  Policy  and  practices  regarding  overweight  violators  and  off- 
loading requlrenents  for  divisible  loads.  Where  off-loading  is  not  mandatory, 
administrative  guitiellnes  for  off-loading  should  be  suimiarized. 

(ill)  Policies  and  practices  regarding  penalties  for  operating 
overweight  including  those  for  repeat  offenders.  Do  penalties  recover  bridge, 
pavement,  enforcement,  and  administrative  costs?  On  Interstate  highways,  a 
penalty  is  to  be  imposed  for  ?11  non-permitted  overweight  operations— no 
tolerances  are  to  be  allowed. 

(1v)  Policies  and  practices  regarding  special  permits  for  overweight 
vehicles.  Describe  the  basis  for  the  existing  permit  fee  structure.  Are  the 
fees  charged  periodically  adjusted  to  account  for  permit  program  costs  such  as 
those  associated  with  bridge  and  pavement  wear,  enforcement  and  program 
administration? 

(3)  Estimating  the  extent  of  the  overweight  vehicle  problem.  (1) 
Beginning  with  the  second  enforcement  plan  update  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  regulation,  identify  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  (October  1  to  September 
30),  an  estimate  of  the  percent  of  coinnercial  motor  vehicles  exceeding,  without 
permit,  one  or  more  of  the  axle  or  gross  weight  limits,  including  the  limit 
determined  by  the  bridge  formula,  for  each  Federal-aid  system  and  during  each 
6-hour  period  of  the  day  beginning  at  midnight.  This  data  will  be  compared  with 
the  same  data  for  the  current  fiscal  year  reported  in  the  State's  next 
certification. 

(11)  Give  the  source  of  the  data  or  justify  the  estimated  percentages. 

(ill)  Give  the  overall  percent  of  truck  traffic  found  overweight  in  the 
three  most  recent  truck  weight  surveys. 

(iv)  Attach  a  list  of  those  carriers  and/or  shippers  that,  based  on 
enforcement  records  and  experience,  receive  the  most  overweight  citations  for 
the  last  fiscal  year.  Discuss  proposed  enforcement  actions  intended  to  improve 
the  compliance  of  repeat  violators. 

(4)  Extent  of  the  weigh  scale  bypassing  oroblera.  (1)  Report  for  the  last 
fiscal  year  an  estimate  of  the  percentage  of  overweight  vehicles  bypassing 
permanent  scales  for  each  highway  system  where  permanent  scales  are  installed 
and  operating.  This  data  will  be  compared  with  the  same  data  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  reported  in  the  State's  next  certification. 

(11)  Describe  the  methodology  for  determining  the  percentage  estimate 
of  bypassing  vehicles. 

(5)  Enforcement  goals,  (i)  Specify  the  number  of  person-shifts  planned  to 
be  worked  during  the  vear  by  State  enforcement  officers,  local  enforcement 
officers,  and  by  weight  enforcement  auditors. 

(11)  Provide  the  number  of  trucks  planned  to  be  weighed  on  the  rural 
Interstate,  urban  Interstate,  other  rural  primary,  other  urban  primary, 
secondary,  and  other  urban  highways. 

(ill)  Provide  the  number  of  trucks  planned  to  be  weighed  on  fixed, 
portable,  semiportable,  and  WIM  scales. 

(iv)  Estimate  the  number  of  overweight  permits  to  be  Issued  for  single 
trip  nondlvisible  loads,  multiple-trip  nondivislble  loads,  single  trip  divisible 
loads,  and  multiple-trip  divisible  loads. 

(v)  Estimate  the  number  of  divisible  load  overwidth  permits  to  be 
issued  during  the  year. 
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(6)  Enforcement  Results,  (i)  Provide  the  number  of  trucks  weighed  on  the 
rural  Interstate,  urban  Interstate,  other  rural  primary,  other  urban  primary, 
secondary,  and  other  urban  highways  for  each  of  the  previous  3  years. 

(ii)  Provide  the  number  of  trucks  weighed  on  fixed,  portable, 
semiportable,  and  WIM  scales  for  each  of  the  previous  3  years. 

(iii)  Provide  the  number  of  overweight  permits  issued  for  single  trip 
nondivisible  loadsr  multiple-trip  nondivisibie  loads,  single  trip  divisible 
loads,  and  multiple-trip  divisible  loads  for  each  of  the  previous  3  years. 

(iv)  Provide  the  number  of  divisible  load  overwidth  permits  issued  for 
each  of  the  previous  3  years. 

(v)  Provide  the  number  of  axle  weight,  gross  weight,  and  bridge  formula 
citations  issued  for  each  of  the  previous  3  years. 

(vi)  Provide  the  number  of  off-loadings  required  for  each  of  the  last 
3  years.  Note  if  State  law  prohibits  off-loading. 

(7)  Uodatino.  (i)  Include  modifications  of  and/or  additions  to  the  plan 
based  on  experience  and  new  developments  in  the  enforcement  program. 

(ii)  plan  should  be  changed  to  meet  changing  needs. 

(c)  Special  study  -  Travel  occurring  under  overweight  load  permits. 
(1)  For  each  of  the  four  basic  permit  types  issued  by  the  State, 
divisible  single  trip,  divisible  multiple  trip,  non-divisible  single  trip,  and 
non-divisible  multiple  trip,  detailed  travel  and  weight  information  in  summary 
form,  shall  be  reported  from  a  sample  of  the  permits  issued.  The  actual  permits 
to  be  included  in  each  sample  shall  be  randomly  selected  using  commonly 
practiced  statistical  procedures.  The  size  of  the  sample  for  each  permit  type 
shall  be  as  follows.  When  less  than  200  permits  are  issued,  the  sample  size 
shall  be  the  smaller  of  10  or  the  actual  number  of  permits  issued.  When  200  to 
1000  permits,  inclusive,  are  issued,  the  sample  size  shall  be  two  percent  with  a 
minimum  of  10;  and  when  more  than  1000  permits  are  issued,  the  sample  size  shall 
be  one  percent  with  a  minimum  of  20. 

(2)  The  summary  information  shall,  for  each  of  the  four  samples,  include 
the  total  number  of  single,  tandem,  tridem,  and  quadrum  axles  in  5000-pound 
increments,  and  the  average  number  of  miles  traveled  on  and  off  Interstate 
highways  for  the  axles  represented  in  each  5000-pound  group. 

This  information  will  be  used  to  calculate  an  estimate  of  the  18,000-pound 
equivalent  single  axle  load-miles  (ESAL -miles)  of  travel  for  each  of  the  four 
permit  categories.  Section  VI  of  the  appendix  to  this  regulation  includes  a 
form  for  summarizing  the  required  permit  data. 

(3)  For  States  required  to  sample  the  multiple-trip  overweight  load  permit 
categories,  the  State  Is  encouraged  to  provide,  where  feasible,  administrative 
assistance  to  permittees  in  order  to  help  obtain  accurate  travel  information. 
(4)  The  special  study  shall  continue  for  five  years  beginning  with  the  first 
full  fiscal  year  under  this  regulation. 

S«c.  657.11  Evaluation  of  optratlons. 

(a)  The  State  shall  submit  its  updated  vehicle  size  and  weight  plan  annually 
on  or  before  July  1  or  a  date  agreeable  to  the  FHWA  and  State.  The  FHWA 
Division  Office  is  to  review  the  plan  and  consult  with  the  Regional  Office 
before  accepting  the  plan.  The  State  shall  put  the  accepted  plan  into  effect  by 
October  1,  or  upon  receipt  of  FHWA  acceptance,  whichever  is  later.  Failure  to 
submit  a  plan  update  Is  deemed  a  failure  to  certify  in  accordance  with  Section 
657.13  for  the  fiscal  year  covered  by  such  plan  update. 
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(b)  Throughout  the  year,  the  Division  Office  will  monitor  the  adequacy  of  the 
State's  vehicle  size  and  v«e1ght  enforcement  operations  based  on  the  contents  of 
the  State's  accepted  plan.  The  Division  is  to  annually  prepare  an  evaluation 
report,  advising  the  State  of  its  findings  noting  in  particular  any  changes 
needed  in  the  plan  and/or  plan  Implementation.  The  evaluation  Is  to  be  prepared 
In  sufficient  tiae  for  the  State  to  consider  FHWA  comments  In  preparing  Its 
draft  plan.     — 

Sm.  657.13  Certification  raqulraMnt. 

Each  State  shall  certify  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator  before  January  1 
of  each  year  that  it  is  enforcing  all  State  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws  on  the 
Federal -a id  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems,  including  the  Interstate 
System  and  that  weight  laws  which  apply  to  the  Interstate  System  are  In 
accordance  with  23  U.S.C.  127.  The  certification  shall  be  supported  by 
information  on  activities  and  results  achieved  during  the  preceding  12  months 
ending  on  September  30. 

Sec.  657.15  Certification  content. 

The  State's  certification  is  to  include  or  address  the  following  requirements 
even  though  the  response  may  be  negative.  Required  certification  content  is 
summarized  in  the  appendix  to  this  regulation. 

(a)  Statement  by  the  Governor  or  designee  that  size  and  weight  laws  and 
regulations  on  the  Interstate  System  conform  to  23  U.S.C.  127.  When  a  designee 
certifies,  a  letter  of  designation  signed  by  the  Governor  must  accompany  the 
certification. 

(b)  Statement  by  the  Governor  or  designee  that  all  State  size  and  weight 
limits  are  being  enforced  on  Federal-aid  Interstate,  other  primary,  urban,  and 
secondary  systems.  Urbanized  areas  of  50,000  population  or  more  not  subject  to 
State  jurisdiction  shall  be  identified  and  the  total  Federal-aid  miles  in 
urbanized  areas  not  subject  to  State  jurisdiction  indicated.  An  analysis  of 
enforcement  in  each  of  the  urbanized  areas  not  subject  to  State  jurisdiction 
shall  be  provided.  This  analysis  shall  at  least  Include  the  number  of  trucks 
weighed  for  enforcement  purposes  by  the  local  jurisdictlon(s),  the  number  of 
citations  Issued  by  type  of  violation  (i.e.  single  axle,  tandem  axle,  bridge 
formula,  or  gross),  the  number  of  person-shifts  actually  worked  by  local 
government  weight  enforcement  officers,  and  an  estimate  of  the  percentage  of 
Illegally  overweight  trucks  operating  in  the  urbanized  area. 

(c)  Certifying  statement  to  be  as  follows:  "I,  as   (title  of  official)   of 
the   (State/CooBonwealth/Di strict)  of   (Name  of  State/Comnonwealth/ 
District),  certify  that  all    (State/Coimonwealth/Oistrict)   laws  and 
regulations  are  being  enforced  on  the  Federal-aid  primary,  including  the 
Interstate  System,  secondary  and  urban  systems.  I  further  certify  that  the 
(State/Commonwealth/  District)  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws  that  apply  to  the 
Interstate  System  are  in  accordance  with  Federal  law."  The  date,  signature, 
typed  name,  and  title  of  the  governor  or  designated  certifying  official  shall  be 
included  on  the  certification. 
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(d)  Provide  a  copy  of  State  laws  or  regulations  pertaining  to  vehicle  size  and/ 
or  weight  adopted  since  the  last  certification.  Discuss  how  the  new  laws  or 
regulations  amended  existing  provisions.  Identify  changes  to  laws  and 
regulations  regarding  special  permits  and  penalties.  Analyze  changes  in  special 
permit  and  penalty  laws  and  regulations  in  accordance  with  Section  123  of  the 
Surface  Transportation  Assistance  Act  of  1978  (Pub.  L.  95-599). 

Report  annually.-a  schedule  of  penalties  for  violating  vehicle  weight  laws, 
rules,  and  regulations,  and  an  inventory  of  special  permit  laws,  rules,  and 
regulations  allowing  loads  in  excess  of  State  limits,  with  changes  from  previous 
submissions  highlighted. 

(e)  Report  size  and  weight  enforcement  efforts  for  the  certification  period 
using  the  following  measures  of  effectiveness. 

(1)  Summarize  actual  operations  versus  those  forecast  in  the  plan  with 
emphasis  on  deviations. 

(2)  Measures  of  activity:  Note,  all  totals  will  Include  weighing  activity 
accomplished  by  local  enforcement  agencies  in  those  urbanized  areas  not  subject 
to  State  jurisdiction. 

(I)  Number  of  trucks  weighed  on  rural  Interstate,  urban  Interstate,  other 
rural  primary,  other  urban  primary,  secondary,  and  other  urban  highways. 
Provide  an  explanation  when  the  number  of  trucks  weighed  on  any  one  system 
declines  by  10  percent  or  more  since  the  last  certification. 

(II)  Number  of  trucks  weighed  on  fixed,  portable,  and  semiportable  scales 
and  the  number  of  trucks  weighed  on  weigh-in-motion  equipment  for  enforcement 
purposes.  Enforcement  includes  screening  trucks  at  weigh  stations.  Those 
trucks  screened  using  WIM  and  returned  to  the  mainline  without  being  weighed  on 
a  static  scale  should  be  counted  as  having  been  weighed  on  WIM.  Those  trucks 
screened  with  WIM  and  subsequently  weighed  on  a  static  scale  should  be  counted 
as  having  been  weighed  on  a  permanent,  semiportable  or  portable  scale  whichever 
is  the  case.  Also  provide  the  number  of  precleared  vehicles.  Provide  an 
explanation  when  the  number  of  trucks  weighed  on  any  scale  type  declines  by  10 
percent  or  more  since  the  last  certification. 

(ill)  Number  of  axle  weight,  gross  weight,  and  bridge  formula  citations 
Issued.  When  a  truck  Is  stopped  and  multiple  violations  are  cited,  only  report 
the  violation  resulting  in  the  highest  fine. 

(1v)  Percentage  of  vehicles  weighed  that  exceed  one  or  more  of  the  axle  or 
gross  weight  limits,  including  the  limit  determined  by  the  bridge  formula,  for 
rural  Interstate,  urban  Interstate,  rural  principal  and  minor  arterlals,  rural 
major  collectors,  and  other  urban  highways.  Identify  the  source  of  this  data  or 
attach  a  justification  for  the  percentages  given. 

(v)  Provide  the  overall  percent  of  truck  traffic  found  overweight  for  the 
certification  year. 

(vi)  For  the  certification  year,  attach  a  list  of  those  carriers  and/or 
shippers  that,  based  on  enforcement  records  and  experience,  received  the  most 
overweight  citations.  If  available,  include  data  on  the  number  and  type  of 
citations  issued. 

(vii)  Number  of  person-shifts  actually  worked  by  State  enforcement 
officers,  local  enforcement  officers,  and  State  weight  enforcement  auditors. 
Please  note  and  attach  an  explanation  when  the  number  of  actual  shifts  worked  is 
less  than  the  number  of  planned  shifts  by  10  percent  or  more. 

ivili)  Number  of  off-loadings  and  load  shifts, 
ix)  Number  of  overweight  permits  Issued  for  single  trip  nondivisible 
loads,  Bultiple-trip  nondivisible  loads,  single  trip  divisible  loads,  and 
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multiple-trip  divisible  loads  for  the  reporting  period.  Provide  an  explanation 
when  the  number  of  permits  issued  in  any  one  category  exceed  the  expected  number 
to  be  issued  by  10  percent  or  more. 

(x)  Number  of  overwidth  load  permits  for  divisible  loads  Issued  during  the 
reporting  period. 

Sec.  657.17  Certification  subalttal. 

(a)  The  Governor  or  designee  shall  submit  the  certification  to  the  FHWA 
Division  Administrator  prior  to  January  1  of  each  year. 

(b)  The  Division  Office  shall  retain  the  original  certification  and  forward, 
through  the  Region  Office,  one  copy  to  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel,  attention 
HCC-20,  and  one  copy  to  the  Associate  Administrator  for  Motor  Carriers, 
attention  HIA-20.  Comments  by  the  Division  and  Region  Offices  on  the  State's 
certification  together  with  the  Division's  annual  evaluation  of  the  State's 
vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  program  shall  accompany  the  copies  of  the 
State's  certification  sent  to  Headquarters. 

Sec.  657.19  Effect  of  failure  to  certify  or  to  enforce  State  laws  adequately. 

If  a  State  fails  to  certify  as  required  by  this  regulation,  or  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that  a  State  is  not  adequately  enforcing  all  State  vehicle 
size  and  weight  laws,  Federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  the  State  for  the 
next  fiscal  year  shall  be  reduced  by  10  percent  of  the  amount  which  would 
otherwise  be  apportioned  under  23  U.S.C.  104.  If  the  State  has  vehicle  weight 
laws  for  Interstate  highways  contrary  to  23  U.S.C.  127,  no  Federal -a id 
Interstate  construction  funds  shall  be  apportioned  to  the  State.  If  the  State 
has  vehicle  laws  found  not  to  conform  with  the  Surface  Transportation  Assistance 
Act  of  1982,  the  FHWA  will  ask  the  Department  of  Justice  to  seek  Injunctive 
relief. 

Sec.  657.21  Procedure  for  reduction  of  funds. 

(a)  If  it  appears  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator  that  (1)  a  State  has  not 
submitted  a  certification  conforming  to  the  requirements  of  this  regulation,  or 
(2)  the  State  Is  not  adequately  enforcing  State  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws, 
and/or  (3)  the  State  has  laws  contrary  to  23  U.S.C.  127  on  the  Interstate 
System,  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator  shall  make  in  writing  a  proposed 
determination  of  nonconformity,  and  shall  notify  the  Governor  of  the  proposed 
determination  by  certified  mail.  The  notice  shall  state  the  reasons  for  the 
proposed  determination  and  inform  the  State  that  it  may,  within  30  days  from  the 
date  of  the  notice,  request  a  meeting  to  show  cause  why  it  should  not  be  found 
in  nonconfomlty.  In  the  event  of  a  request  for  a  meeting,  one  shall  be 
promptly  scheduled  by  the  Administrator  (or  designee)  to  resolve  the  matter. 
The  meeting  may  be  informal,  or  on  the  record,  at  the  option  of  the  State. 
A  meeting  on  the  record  will  be  documented  with  a  transcript. 

(b)  If  a  State  requests  a  meeting,  a  summary  of  the  meeting  or  copy  of  the 
transcript,  as  appropriate,  will  be  made  and  furnished  to  the  State  by  the  FHWA. 

(1)  The  State  may  offer  any  information  which  it  considers  helpful  in 
resolving  the  matter  including,  but  not  limited  to,  legislative  actions, 
judicial  actions,  budgetary  considerations,  and  proposals  for  specific  actions 
which  will  be  implemented  to  bring  the  State  into  compliance. 
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(2)  The  inforwtion  produced  at  the  Beeting  nay  constitute  an  explanation 
and  offer  of  settlement.  The  Administrator  will  nake  a  determination  on  the 
basis  of  the  certification,  meeting  sunmary,  and  other  information  submitted  by 
the  State.  The  Administrator's  final  decision  will  be  furnished  to  the  State. 

(c)  If  the  State  does  not  request  a  meeting  within  30  days  or  at  a  time 
mutually  agreed  to-by  the  FHWA  and  State  or  if  the  Administrator  does  not  accept 
an  offer  of  settlement,  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator  shall  forward  the 
proposed  determination  of  nonconformity  to  the  Secretary.  Upon  approval  of  the 
proposed  determination  by  the  Secretary,  the  fund  reduction  specified  by  Sec. 
657.19  shall  be  initiated. 

(d)  If  the  final  decision  for  a  fund  reduction  action  under  the  procedures  of 
S657.21  has  not  been  made  for  any  State  before  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
following  the  notification  to  the  State  under  §657. 21(a),  the  Secretary  may 
apportion  100  percent  of  the  funds  at  risk  for  that  fiscal  year  to  that  State. 
However,  if  the  action  against  a  State  involves  failure  to  (1)  adequately 
certify  or  (2)  enforce  State  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws,  ten  percent  of  the 
funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under  23  U.S.C.  104  shall  be  reserved  from 
obligation,  pending  a  final  decision  under  §657.21.  If  the  fund  reducing  action 
involves  vehicle  weight  laws  contrary  to  23  U.S.C.  127,  the  Secretary  shall 
reserve  from  obligation  100  percent  of  the  Interstate  construction  funds 
apportioned  under  23  U.S.C.  104,  pending  a  final  decision  under  §657.21. 

(e)  Funds  withheld  pursuant  to  a  final  administrative  determination  by  the 
Secretary  under  this  regulation  shall  be  reapportioned  to  all  other  eligible 
States  one  year  from  the  date  of  this  determination,  unless  before  this  time  the 
Secretary  determines,  on  the  basis  of  information  submitted  by  the  State  and  the 
FHWA,  that  the  State  has  come  into  conformity  with  this  regulation  and/or 
brought  their  laws  into  conformity  with  23  U.S.C.  127.  If  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  State  has  come  into  conformity,  the  withheld  funds  shall  be 
released  to  the  State. 

(f)  The  reapportionment  of  funds  under  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section  shall  be 
stayed  during  the  pendency  of  any  judicial  review  of  the  Secretary's  final 
administrative  determination  of  nonconformity. 
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Appendix 
Siibalsslon  Fora  to  NMt 
Vthlclc  Size  and  Weight  Enforceaent  Plan  and 
Certification  Requlreaents. 


(Naoe  of  State/Corarnonwealth/District) 
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TRUCK  SIZE  AND  WEIGHT  EMFOBCENEMT  PLAM  [  ] /CERTIFICATION  [  ]  (Check  on«.) 

I.  EXTENT  OF  PROeiEM 

A.  Identify  the  percent  of  commercial  motor  vehicles  exceeding  one  or  more  of 
the  axle  or  gross  weight  limits,  including  the  limit  determined  by  the 
bridge  formulaT  for  each  Federal-aid  system  and  six-hour  period  of  the  day. 
(If  Bore  recent  data  than  used  for  the  plan  Is  available.  It  say  be 
attached.)* 

Federal-Aid  Periods  of  the  Day 

Systems 

12:00  a.B.-   6:00  a.».-   12:00  p.m.-   6:00  p.«.- 
6:00  a.m.    12:00  p.a.    6:00  p.m.    12:00  a.m. 

Rural  Interstate  

Urban  Interstate**  

Other  Rural  Primary  

Other  Urban  Primary**  

Rural  Secondary  

Urban  Secondary**  

Identify  the  source  of  the  above  data  or  attach  a  justification  for  the 
percentages  given.  (Check  one.) 

Data  source  Justification  attached. 


Items  in  bold  print  are  to  be  completed  only  for  the  certification,  i.e., 
they  are  not  needed  in  the  plan.  The  other  items  are  to  be  completed  for 
the  plan  and  certification. 

Include  in  these  totals  enforcement  activity  accomplished  by  local  agencies 
in  those  urbanized  areas  not  subject  to  State  jurisdiction. 

Overall  percent  of  truck  traffic  found  overweight  in  the  three  Bost  recent 
truck  weight  surveys: 

Year  of  survey         

Percentage  


C.  Attach  a  list  of  those  carriers  and/or  shippers  that,  based  on  enforcement 
records  and  experience,  receive  the  most  overweight  citations.  Include  with 
the  list  quantitative  data  on  the  number  of  overweight  trips,  if  available, 
and  specific  enforcement  proposals  intended  to  improve  carrier  and  shipper 
compliance. 

-18- 


388 


II.  PERFORMANCE  AND  ENFORCEMENT  GOALS 

A.  Number  of  person-shifts  planned  to  be  worked  during  the  year  (or  actually 
worked)  by  State  and  Local  enforcement  officers  and  auditors: 

Planned    Actual 
State  Enforcement  Officers  


Local  Enforcement  Officers  including  the  efforts 
of  those  not  subject. to  State  jurisdiction) 

State  Auditors  (Relevant  evidence  States  only) 


When  the  nuwttT  of  actual  shifts  worked  Is  less  than  the  number  of  planned 

shifts  by  10  percent  or  more  for  any  of  the  three  categories,  check  here  and 

attach  an  explanation  for  each  of  those  categories. 

B.  Number  of  trucks  weighed  by  Federal-aid  system:  ** 

Federal-Aid  System        Goal  Weighed 

Rural  Interstate  

Urban  Interstate  

Other  Rural  Primary  

Other  Urban  Primary  

Rural  Secondary  

Urban  Secondary  

Total  


When  the  number  of  trucks  weighed  on  any  system  Is  10  or  more  percent  less  than 
the  goal  for  any  of  the  systems,  check  here  _  and  attach  an  explanation  giving 
the  reasons  for  each  of  those  systems. 

C.  Number  of  trucks  weighed  by  scale  type:  ** 

Scale  Tvne  fioal  W^JgM 

Fixed  

Portable  

Semiportable  

WIN  

Precleared  

Total  
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When  th«  nuiter  of  trucks  weighed  using  any  scale  type  Is  10  or  acre  percent 
less  than  the  goal  for  any  scale  type,  check  here  _  and  attach  an  explanation 
giving  the  reasons  for  each  of  those  scale  types. 

0.  Number  of  overweight  permits  issued  by  category: 

~  Nondivisible   Nondivisible   Divisible     Divisible 
Trip        Multiple-     Trip        Multiple- 
Trip  Trip 

Expected  to 

be  Issued 


Issued 


Estimated  total  number  of  trips 

for  all  multiple-trip  permit   

When  the  number  of  peraits  issued  for  any  perait  category  is  10  percent  or 

oiore  than  expected  to  be  issued  for  that  category,  check  here  and  attach 

an  explanation  giving  the  reasons  for  each  of  those  categories. 

Number  of  divisible  overwidth  permits:       Expected  to        Issued 

be  Issued 


III.  ENFORCEMENT  RESULTS 

A.  Number  of  overweight  citations  issued  during  the  most  recent  past  three 
years  for:  ** 

Year  of  data  

Axle  weight  violations  

Gross  weight  violations  

Bridge  formula  violations  

Total  


B.  Number  of  off-loadings  required  during  the  most  recent  past  three  years 
(check  here  _  if  State  laws  prohibit  off-loading):  •* 

Year  of  data  

Off-loadings  


IV.  ANALYSIS  OF  NEW  OR  PROPOSED  VEHICLE  SIZE  AND  WEIGHT  LAWS  AND  REGULATIONS 

Check  here    If  any  new  State  vehicle  size  and  weight  laws  were  enacted  or 
regulationsHpublished  during  the  previous  fiscal  year,  and  attach  copies  of  then 
with  a  thorough  discussion  of  how  they  amend  existing  provisions. 
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V.  REQUIRED  ACTIONS 

A.  Plan  Submission 

This  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan  for  the  year 

October  1,  199_  to  September  30,  199_  is  submitted  to  the  Federal  Highway 

Administration~for  acceptance  in  accordance  with  23  CFR  657.9. 


(Signature) 


^Name  and  title  cf  the  official 
submitting  the  plan) 

Date: 

B.  Accepted  by  FHWA 

The  vehicle  size  and  weight  enforcement  plan  submitted  on    (date)    is 
accepted  as  a  basis  for  certification  of  enforcement  operations  for  the 
Federal  fiscal  year  199_. 

(Signature) 


(Name  and  title  of  the  accepting  FHWA 
official) 


Date: 
(List  of  attachments) 

C.  Certification 

I,  as  of  the  of 

(title  of  official)  (State/CooDonwealth/Distrir*' 

,   certify  that  all 

(Name  of  State/Connnwealth/Dlstrict)  (State/Co«mion-_ 

laws  and  regulations  are  being  enforced  on  the  Federal- 

wealth/Distrlct 

aid  primary--includ1ng  the  Interstate  System- -secondary  and  urban  systems 

in  accordance  with  the  approved  enforceaent  plan.  I  further  certify  that 

the vehicle  size  and  weight  laws  and 

(State/Coawnwealth/Dlstrlct) 


regulations  that  apply  to  the  Interstate  System  are  In  accordance  with 

Federal  law. 

(Signature) 


(Name  of  the  governor  or  designated 
certifying  official) 


Date: 

(List  of  attachments) 

Attachment 
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VI.  SPECIAL  STUDY  DATA 

OverMcight  Load  Pemlt  Data 

For  each  of  the  four  basic  permit  types  issued  by  the  State,  divisible 
single  trip,  divisible  multiple  trip,  non-divisible  single  trip,  and  non- 
divisible  multiple  trip,  detailed  travel  and  weight  information  in  summary 
fomi,  shall  be  reported  from  a  sample  of  the  permits  issued.  The  actual 
permits  to  be  included  in  each  sample  shall  be  randomly  selected  using 
commonly  practiced  statistical  procedures.  The  size  of  the  sample  shall  be 
as  follows.  When  less  than  200  permits  are  issued,  the  sample  size  shall  be 
the  larger  of  10  or  the  actual  number  of  permits  issued.  When  200  to  1000 
permits,  inclusive,  are  issued,  the  sample  size  shall  be  two  percent  with  a 
minimum  of  10;  and  when  more  than  1000  permits  are  issued,  the  sample  size 
shall  be  one  percent  with  a  minimum  of  20. 

The  summary  information  shall,  for  each  of  the  four  samples,  include  the 
total  number  of  single,  tandem,  tridem,  and  quadrum  axles  in  5000-pound 
increments,  and  the  average  number  of  miles  traveled  on  and  off  Interstate 
highways  for  the  axles  represented  in  each  5000-pound  group. 

This  information  will  be  used  to  calculate  an  estimate  of  the  18,000-pound 
equivalent  single  axle  load-miles  (ESAL -miles)  of  travel  for  each  of  the 
four  permit  categories.  The  following  form  is  to  be  used  to  summarize  the 
required  permit  data. 

Axle  Groups 

OvtnMlght 
IncrwMnt  Single        Tandem        Tridem        (^adrum 

(pounds) 

0-  Number  of  Axles  

5,000 

Avg.  HI.  on  IS  


Avg.  N1.  off  IS 


5,001-   Number  of  Axles 
10,000 

Avg.  HI.  on  IS 

Avg.  HI.  off  IS 


10,001-   Number  of  Axles 
15.000 

Avg.  N1.  on  IS 

Avg.  Ml.  off  IS 
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Increment 
(pounds) 


Overweight 


Single 


Axle  Groups 
Tandea   Triden 


Quadrun 


15,001-   HuHber  of  Axles 
20,000 

Avg.  Ml.  on  IS 

Avg.  N1.  off  IS 


20,001-   Huober  of  Axles 
25,000 

Avg.  N1.  on  IS 

Avg.  N1.  off  IS 


25,001-   NuBber  of  Axles 
30,000 

Avg.  Ml.  on  IS 

Avg.  Ml.  off  IS 


30,001-   NuBber  of  Axles 
35,000 

Avg.  Ml.  on  IS 

Avg.  Ml.  off  IS 


35,001-      Number  of  Axles 
40,000 

Avg.  Ml.  on  IS 

Avg.  Ml.  off  IS 


40,001- 
45,000 


RmlMr  of  Axles 
Avg.  Ml.  on  IS 
Avg.  Ml.  off  IS 


45,001-      Number  of  Axles 
50,000 

Avg.  Ml.  on  IS 

Avg.  N1.  off  IS 
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Avarag*  mii^cr  of  one-way  trips  aad*  undor  oach  aultlplo-trlp  p«nift 
Avarago  nu^Mr  of  alios  par  trip  on  tht  Intorstato 
Avarago  nuribar  of  alias  par  trip  off  tha  Intarstate 
The  special  study  «lial1  continue  for  five  years. 


•   Avg.  Mi.  on  (off)  IS  -  Average  miles  travelled  on  (or  off)  the  Interstate 
System  (IS). 


RECORD:  dai11er/ru1es/6S7NPRM3-2 
FILE:  52-90-2 
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Mr.  Carr.  What  concrete  actions  has  FHWA  taken  to  require  the 
States  to  take  more  forceful,  effective  action? 
[The  information  follows:] 

FHWA  is  amending  23  CFR  657,  Certification  of  Size  and  Weight  Enforcement,  to 
provide  additional  guidance  to  State  highway  agencies  for  preparing  annual  vehicle 
size  and  weight  certifications  and  enforcement  plans.  With  changes  to  23  CFR  657, 
the  states  will  be  required  to  include  specific,  measurable  goals  in  their  enforcement 
plans;  and  provide  the  information  needed  to  make  a  better  estimate  of  the  magni- 
tude and  location  of  illegally  overweight  truck  operations.  FHWA  requested  states 
and  other  interested  parties  to  comment  on  the  advance  notice  of  proposed  rule 
making  by  February  26,  1993.  FHWA  is  now  compiling  the  comments  and  expects  to 
complete  the  rulemaking  by  December  1993.  FHWA  is  also  updating  its  Vehicle  Size 
and  Weight  Program  Training  Manual  to  ensure  FHWA  field  personnel  work  with 
state  personnel  to  evaluate  enforcement  plans.  This  update  is  scheduled  to  be  com- 
plete by  May  1993.  With  regard  to  requiring  the  states  to  establish  more  effective 
fine  structures,  FHWA  does  not  believe  it  has  sufficient  authority  to  sanction  the 
states  if  they  do  not  comply.  A  copy  of  FHWA's  response  to  the  final  OIG  audit 
report  is  included  for  the  record. 

FHWA — WEIGHT  LIMITS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  estimated  that  FHWA  could  save  between  $150 
million  and  $375  million  annually  through  greater  enforcement  of 
the  weight  limits.  Does  FHWA  agree  with  your  estimates? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No,  FHWA  did  not  fully  agree  with  out  estimate.  As  requested,  a  copy  of  FHWA's 
response  is  provided  for  the  record. 

HIGHWAY  PAVEMENT  QUAUTY 

Mr.  Carr.  This  time  last  year,  you  were  conducting  a  number  of 
audits  to  determine  the  extent  of  problems  regarding  highway 
pavement  quality.  Previous  studies  had  shown  that  there  is  great 
variability  among  States  in  pavement  quality  testing  and  oversight. 

As  Mr.  DeCarli  said  in  last  year's  hearing,  "You  don't  just  lay 
the  stuff  down  and  say  that  it's  okay.  I  think  that's  one  of  the  prob- 
lems with  the  quality  of  pavement  we  get  in  this  country." 

Can  you  update  us  on  the  result  of  your  work  in  this  area? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  OIG  remains  concerned  about  the  quality  of  highway  pavements  obtained  for 
the  significant  amount  of  Federal  funds  invested  annually.  Last  year,  the  OIG  ex- 
pressed concern  about  the  absence  of  sufficient  test  evidence  to  ensure  that  highway 
contractors  were  constructing  pavements  to  the  level  of  quality  designated  in  de- 
signs and  specifications.  There  remains  an  absence  of  an  FHWA  requirement  or 
general  agreement  among  state  highway  agencies  (SHA)  regarding  the  tjq)es  and 
frequencies  of  pavement  material  testing  to  be  performed  as  a  basis  for  paying  the 
contractor.  During  this  fiscal  year  we  have  issued  reports  on  the  pavement  design 
and  type  selection  processes  in  the  States  of  Florida  (R4-FH2-244),  North  Carolina 
(R4-FH2-015),  and  South  Carolina  (R4-FH2-132).  As  with  construction,  we  have 
noted  an  absence  of  FHWA  requirements  and  SHA  agreement  on  the  types  and  fre- 
quencies of  paving  material  and  soil  tests  to  be  performed  during  the  process  of  se- 
lecting a  pavement  design.  A  summary  report  including  these  three  states  as  well  as 
our  analysis  for  the  States  of  Alabama,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Mississippi  and  Tennes- 
see will  be  issued  during  the  summer  of  1993.  An  audit  of  interstate  construction  is 
scheduled  for  the  coming  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  Should  the  Federal  Government  be  more  assertive  in 
setting  pavement  testing  standards  with  strong  enforcement  and 
possibly  financial  sanctions? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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In  our  opinion,  the  Federal  Government  should  be  more  assertive  in  this  area.  To 
promote  accountability  for  Federal  funds  invested  in  highways,  the  OIG  advocates 
objective,  measurable  standards  for  highway  design,  construction,  and  maintenance. 
To  enforce  such  standards,  we  believe  reasonable  evidence  of  compliance  must  be 
obtained  through  techniques  such  as  statistical  testing  of  paving  materials  and  road- 
bed soils.  In  the  absence  of  compliance  with  such  Federal  requirements,  the  FHWA 
should  decline  Federal  financial  assistance  for  affected  projects. 

BID  RIGGING HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  Carr.  In  addition  to  inadequate  pavement  quality  and  use  of 
overweight  vehicles,  a  third  problem  which  unnecessarily  drains 
our  highway  resources  is  bid  rigging  on  construction  projects. 

Last  year,  you  told  us  that  with  the  increase  in  highway  funds, 
bid  rigging  activities  were  likely  to  increase.  This  of  course  artifi- 
cially inflates  the  cost  of  highway  construction,  resulting  in  less 
work  per  highway  dollar. 

So  you  still  believe  that  bid  rigging  is  on  the  rise? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  is  our  opinion  that  bid  rigging  is  endemic  to  the  highway  construction  industry. 
The  potential  for  this  easily  committed  crime  rises  as  the  amount  of  highway  fund- 
ing increases.  The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(ISTEA),  increased  highway  funding  to  approximately  $80  billion  through  1997. 
With  an  increase  in  funding,  more  contracts  are  being  let,  and  more  money  is  being 
disbursed,  with  little,  if  any,  collusion  oversight.  Under  these  conditions,  there  is 
less  incentive  for  true  competition  to  occur,  which  increases  the  likelihood  of  collu- 
sion. Unfortunately,  most  well-run  bid  rigging  conspiracies  go  undetected,  because 
all  participants  are  rewarded  for  their  respective  participation  in  these  schenies. 
Consequently,  few  complaints  are  ever  received  which  provide  the  basis  for  initiat- 
ing an  investigation  or  gauging  the  extent  of  the  problem.  As  a  result,  the  most  ef- 
fective tool  of  addressing  this  problem  is  the  use  of  a  proactive  collusion  detection/ 
bid  monitoring  system. 

Perhaps  the  most  effective  bid  monitoring/collusion  detection  tool  is  BAMS,  a 
computer  software  program.  BAMS  is  owned  by  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Transportation  Officials  (AASHTO),  and  is  available  to  all  states.  Unfortu- 
nately, only  28  states  subscribe  to  BAMS,  and  only  three  states  have  actively  used  it 
for  collusion  detection.  Of  the  three  states,  two  have  made  referrals  to  us,  and  we 
are  actively  pursuing  those  investigations. 

Mr.  Carr.  A  few  years  ago,  it  was  estimated  that  bid  rigging 
could  be  costing  the  Government  as  much  as  $1  billion  annually  in 
unnecessary  highway  construction  costs.  If  bid  rigging  is  going  up, 
it  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  amount  lost  is  now  greater  than  $1 
billion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  was  estimated  during  the  1980's  when  the  bid  rigging  investigations  were  at 
their  maximum,  the  cost  of  bid  rigging  was  approximately  10  percent  of  all  road 
contract  costs.  Over  the  years,  we  have  learned  nothing  that  would  change  this 
figure.  On  some  of  our  cases,  the  10  percent  figure  was  too  low. 

The  Federal  Aid  program  for  FY  93  has  been  increased  to  approximately  $15  bil- 
lion. If  the  10  percent  figure  is  applied,  the  potential  loss  to  the  Federal  government 
alone  for  this  fiscal  year  would  be  approximately  $1.5  billion. 

BID  RIGGING  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  investigative  resources  devoted  to  bid  rigging 
cases  have  dropped  from  254  staff  years  in  1984  to  2.5  staff  years  in 
1992.  Fines  assessed  in  bid  rigging  prosecutions  have  dropped  from 
almost  $5  million  in  fiscal  year  1989  to  zero  in  fiscal  year  1991. 

Does  this  reflect  a  near-abdication  of  investigative  work  in  this 
area? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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No.  Bid  rigging  investigations  are  the  OIG's  third  highest  investigative  priority. 
We  are  currently  conducting  approximately  20  bid  rigging  investigations  nation- 
wide, and  these  types  of  cases  typically  take  three  to  four  years  to  reach  fruition. 

We  are  pursuing  these  investigations  as  aggressively  as  possible,  given  our  limited 
resources.  We  currently  have  approximately  54  special  agents  in  the  field,  and  our 
case  inventory  exceeds  600  cases.  The  number  of  agents  may  be  further  reduced  by 
the  budget. 

The  rapid  unexpected  development  of  the  unapproved  parts  issue  has  compelled 
the  application  of  a  significant  portion  of  our  investigative  resources  to  the  aviation 
safety  arena.  Safety  of  the  traveling  public  is  the  number  one  priority  of  the  Depart- 
ment, and  we  are  attempting  to  fulfill  this  obligation  by  devoting  as  much  of  our 
precious  resources  as  we  can  to  combat  this  very  unignorable  problem.  Predictably, 
such  a  commitment  of  resources  limits  our  ability  to  pursue  other  investigative 
areas  such  as  bid  rigging,  as  vigorously  as  we  otherwise  would. 

Regardless,  our  FY  94  investigative  plan  includes  a  greater  focus  on  highway  con- 
struction bid  rigging  investigations  for  our  staff. 

USE  OF  BAMS  SYSTEM  TO  MONITOR  BID  DATA 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  semiannual  report  states  that  "more  States  are 
using  BAMS,  a  computer  software  collusion  detection  system,  to 
monitor  bid  data  received."  However,  in  last  year's  hearing,  you 
said  that  even  though  29  States  had  some  type  of  BAMS  system, 
only  three  States  had  provided  the  resources  needed  to  detect  collu- 
sion problems  which  typically  occur  in  bid  rigging. 

Since  the  Federal  Government  pays  a  90  percent  share  on  most 
Federal-aid  highway  projects,  it  is  not  clear  whether  States  have 
the  same  incentive  as  the  Federal  Government  to  curtail  bid  rig- 
ging. 

Could  DOT  be  doing  more  to  ensure  that  States  do  all  that  they 
can  to  implement  BAMS  systems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FHWA  should  take  action  to  ensure  that  states  implement  the  BAMS  system. 
Despite  a  $15  billion  annual  highway  program  in  an  industry  where  collusion  is  no- 
torious, the  FHWA  does  not  require  the  states  to  have  the  BAMS  system,  or  any 
collusion  detection  system,  and  they  have  no  standard  policy  concerning  collusion 
detection/bid  monitoring. 

The  FHWA  mandates  environmental  and  minority  contract  participation  stand- 
ards for  the  states,  yet  they  refuse  to  require  states  to  establish  some  type  of  collu- 
sion detection/bid  monitoring  system  such  as  BAMS.  Again,  their  current  philoso- 
phy is  to  recommend  to  the  states  to  adopt  BAMS  or  a  collusion  detection  system, 
but  they  allow  each  state  to  take  whatever  action  they  choose. 

We  believe  it  is  FHWA's  programmatic  responsibility  to  insist  that  states  receiv- 
ing federally  funded  highway  construction  dollars  establish  and  actively  use  a  collu- 
sion detection/bid  monitoring  system.  The  relatively  few  dollars  spent  by  the  states 
to  obtain  such  a  system  could  result  in  savings  of  millions  of  dollars.  The  state  of 
Virginia,  for  example,  has  stated  that  the  BAMS  system  saved  them  approximately 
$10  million  in  contract  costs  after  they  publicly  announced  the  existence  of  their 
BAMS  collusion  detection  unit. 

Additionally,  the  OIG  has  found  that  the  FHWA  does  not  monitor  federal  aid  con- 
tracts for  potential  collusion;  they  rely  on  the  states  who  lack  either  the  will  or  re- 
sources to  do  so  FHWA  does  not  subscribe  either,  to  BAMS,  despite  the  existence  of 
a  $200  million  Federal  Lands  Highway  Program. 

Further,  the  FHWA  has  also  historically  relied  upon  the  OIG's  external  criminal 
investigative  process,  which  has  eroded  whatever  internal  oversight  capacity  they 
might  have  ever  possessed.  After  all,  it  is  the  manager  who  has  the  basic  responsi- 
bility for  oversight  of  its  program,  and  it  is  the  manager,  not  the  external  agency 
such  as  the  OIG,  that  can  take  quick,  corrective  action. 

The  FHWA  had  appropriated  a  certain  dollar  amount  in  FY  92  to  provide  BAMS 
training  to  the  states,  but  this  funding  was  canceled. 

FHWA  should  mandate  that  each  state  provide  resources  for  collusion  detection, 
bid  monitoring  training,  and  dedicated  collusion  detection  units.  FHWA  should  also 
adopt  these  measures  for  its  own  Federal  Lands  Highway  Program. 
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BID  RIGGING  COLLUSION  DETECTION 

Mr.  Carr.  As  of  last  year's  hearing,  the  three  States  with  collu- 
sion detection  units  were  North  Carolina,  Florida,  and  Virginia.  Is 
there  any  evidence  that  bid  rigging  has  been  slowed  in  these  States 
as  a  result  of  these  units? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  deterrent  effect  that  BAMS  may  have  on  the  respective  states  regarding  col- 
lusion is  very  difficult  to  measure.  We  have  received  information  from  the  three 
states  that  the  highway  construction  industry  has  privately  complained  about  the 
implementation  of  the  BAMS  system  in  their  respective  states. 

As  previously  stated,  two  of  the  three  active  BAMS  states  have  referred  suspi- 
cious collusion  patterns  to  us,  which  we  are  pursuing  via  criminal  investigations. 
We  have  found  that  once  we  open  an  investigation,  prices  invariably  decresise.  In  a 
truly  competitive  market,  prices  should  be  independent  of  any  investigation. 

Florida  has  informed  us  their  average  bid  costs  have  decreased  since  the  inception 
of  their  BAMS  unit  in  the  second  quarter  of  1988.  In  the  first  quarter  of  1988,  the 
Florida  price  trend  index  for  highway  construction  was  at  103,  as  was  the  FHWA 
national  index.  In  the  second  quarter  of  1988,  the  results,  which  were  filed  after  the 
formation  of  the  unit,  indicated  a  Florida  index  of  103,  and  a  FHWA  index  of  107. 
Today,  the  Florida  index  is  90.6,  and  the  FHWA  national  index  is  104. 

North  Carolina  informed  us  that  their  index  is  currently  at  99.3.  North  Carolina 
recently  made  a  referral  to  the  OIG,  and  we  are  currently  conducting  an  investiga- 
tion as  a  result  of  proactive  BAMS  analysis. 

Based  on  proactive  BAMS  analysis  in  Virginia,  the  OIG  conducted  a  two  year  in- 
vestigation which  resulted  in  a  Federal  criminal  indictment  being  brought  against  a 
New  York  firm  in  December  1992.  This  allegation  covered  six  companies  who  oper- 
ate in  14  states.  Additional  indictments  are  anticipated. 

Virginia  informed  us  after  their  BAMS  unit  was  publicly  announced  approximate- 
ly three  years  ago,  overall  highway  construction  costs  decreased  approximately  $10 
million.  Although  average  prices  have  gradually  increased  since  then,  Virginia  has 
attributed  this  price  increase  rise  to  the  lack  of  any  recent  indictments. 

MOTOR  FUEL  TAX  EVASION 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  semiannual  report  estimates  that  motor  fuel  tax 
evasion  costs  the  United  States  Treasury  about  $1  billion  in  lost 
revenues  every  year. 

Do  you  believe  this  amount  is  staying  about  the  same  or  going  up 
or  down  or  what? 

Ms.  Thompson.  Again,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
maintains  those  figures  together  with  the  IRS.  So  in  fact  our  report 
parroted  what  they  themselves  have  identified. 

We  do  know,  however,  in  the  revised  Federal  highway  statis- 
tics— we  said  that  for  every  $1  spent  on  enforcement  there  was  a 
return  of  $13  to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund. 

Those  figures  have  since  been  revised  and  for  every  $1  spent  on 
enforcement  there  is  now  a  new  figure  put  out  by  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  together  with  the  IRS  of  $39  returned. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  we  ought  to  increase  the  enforcement  budget? 

Ms.  Thompson.  We  believe  so. 

[Additional  information  follows:] 

The  magnitude  of  fuel  tax  losses  continues  to  be  an  issue  of  much  debate  because 
there  is  no  consensus  of  opinion  on  a  methodology  to  estimate  evasion  losses.  Effec- 
tive January  1,  1993,  the  collection  point  of  gasoline  tax  changed  from  the  distribu- 
tor level  to  the  terminal.  This  change  should  result  in  increased  future  revenue 
from  the  collection  of  gasoline  tax.  For  diesel  fuel  however,  there  is  growing  evi- 
dence which  suggests  a  continuing  and,  perhaps,  a  growing  evasion  problem. 

As  a  result  of  the  review  of  information  gathered  from  audits  and  investigations, 
FHWA  believes  the  current  level  of  gasoline  tax  evasion  is  between  3  percent  and  7 
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percent  of  gallons  consumed,  and  the  level  of  diesel  fuel  tax  evasion  is  between  15 
percent  and  25  percent  of  gallons  consumed. 

Based  on  the  fuel  tax  evasion  rates,  FHWA  estimates  that  the  annual  revenue 
loss  to  the  Federal  government  approximates  $1.3  billion,  and  because  the  states 
have  comparable  tax  rates  and  procedures,  the  aggregate  loss  to  the  states  could 
well  approximate  $1.4  billion. 

The  current  Federal  revenue  loss  estimates  by  FHWA  differ  from  previous  esti- 
mates cited  since  the  current  FHWA  figures  include  higher  tax  rates  effective  in 
December  1990.  Because  of  efforts  devoted  to  gasoline  tax  evasion  in  recent  years, 
FHWA  believes  that  gasoline  tax  evasion  now  accounts  for  less  than  half  of  the 
losses,  while  for  diesel  fuel,  the  higher  Federal  tax  rate  and  higher  rate  of  evasion 
have  contributed  to  dollar  losses  that  probably  exceed  gasoline  tax  revenue  losses. 

The  nine  formal  task  forces  are  now  in  operation,  and  FHWA  is  presently  plan- 
ning to  provide  resources  through  1997.  Motor  fuel  tax  evasion  is  a  problem  of  sig- 
nificant magnitude  that  will  not  be  easily  solved,  the  OIG  is  attempting  to  place 
investigative  staff  on  task  forces  around  the  country  limited  only  by  the  confines  of 
our  limited  resources. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  happen  to  know  how  much  we  spend  on  en- 
forcement right  now? 

Ms.  Thompson.  Since  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  relies 
on  the  IRS  to  conduct  the  majority  of  their  enforcement,  they  pro- 
vided in  1991  $2  million  to  the  IRS,  not  the  OIG  for  increased 
motor  fuel  tax  examination  and  criminal  investigative  staff.  They 
also  provided  some  of  those  funds  to  assist  in  the  development  of 
computerized  information  systems  to  track  gasoline  shipments  and 
verify  the  amount  of  tax  that  was  due. 

I  believe  that  they  have  since  increased  that  amount  and  appro- 
priated additional  funds  in  the  neighborhood  of  an  additional 
$570,000  to  the  IRS  for  evaluation  of  the  motor  fuel  tracking 
system. 

In  the  ISTEA  legislation,  I  believe  there  is  a  set  amount  of  $4.5 
million  a  year — if  I  am  not  mistaken — that  goes  toward  the  motor 
fuel  initiative.  That  would  include  not  only  funding  for  the  IRS, 
but  in  addition,  for  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's  own  ini- 
tiatives. Currently,  the  IG's  office  gets  no  additional  funding  for 
the  enforcement  of  the  motor  fuel  excise  tax. 

[Additional  information  follows:] 

Five  million  dollars  has  been  appropriated  annually  through  the  Highway  Trust 
Fund  through  1997.  On  an  annual  basis,  three  million  dollars  is  apportioned  to  the 
nine  formal  task  forces  for  the  states,  and  two  million  dollars  is  apportioned  to  the 
IRS.  There  has  been  no  money  apportioned  to  the  OIG. 

The  OIG  has  four  full  time  agents  working  on  the  task  forces,  and  we  have  been 
requested  by  other  task  forces  to  provide  manpower.  However,  due  to  our  limited 
resources,  we  have  been  unable  to  provide  the  manpower  requested. 

For  FY  93  and  94,  the  FHWA  requested  $2.5  million  funding  from  the  FHWA 
general  fund  to  establish  an  IRS  computer  based  fuel  tax  tracking  system,  but  their 
request  was  denied. 

The  IRS  has  stated  that  for  every  dollar  spent  on  audits  and  examinations,  $39 
additional  motor  fuel  tax  has  been  assessed. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  dollar  value  of  evaded  taxes  which  have 
been  discovered  and  returned  to  the  highway  trust  fund  as  a  result 
of  the  IG,  IRS,  and  FBI  task  force  work  on  this  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  number  of  experts  have  unsuccessfully  attempted  to  estimate  the  current  level 
of  motor  fuel  tax  evasion.  In  the  New  York  City  metropolitan  area  alone,  the  task 
force  has  documented  over  $1.4  billion  in  lost  Federal  and  state  revenues  over  a  ten 
year  period. 

The  IRS  has  testified  that  as  a  result  of  their  increased  efforts  in  the  motor  fuel 
tax  area,  tax  revenues  in  1989  increased  $53  million,  in  1990,  $68  million,  and  in 
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1991,  $93  million.  The  IRS  has  also  stated  that  for  every  dollar  invested  in  conduct- 
ing motor  fuel  tax  examinations,  $39  in  additional  tax  has  been  assessed. 

INVESTIGATIVE  WORK — MOTOR  FUEL  TAX  EVASION 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  investigative  staff  years  is  your  office  ex- 
pending on  the  motor  fuel  tax  evasion? 

Ms.  Thompson.  I  believe  right  now  we  are  spending  a  total  of  8 
percent  of  our  resources  toward  motor  fuel  alone.  There  are  cur- 
rently nine  task  forces  underway.  These  task  forces  consist  of  Fed- 
eral Highway  people,  IRS  people,  and  FBI  people.  We  participate  in 
only  four  of  them  due  to  a  resource  problem  in  that  for  fiscal  year 
1994  I  will  have  a  total  of  84  people  on  staff,  including  myself  and 
all  my  managers  and  clericals. 

We  don't  have  a  lot  of  people  to  devote.  The  task  forces  require 
almost  a  full-time  commitment.  So  we  are  only  able  to  participate 
on  four.  However,  on  those  four,  the  preliminary  results  we  have 
achieved  so  far  to  date  in  fiscal  year  1993 — on  one  task  force  out  of 
Long  Island  we  have  14  indictments.  On  one  out  of  Philadelphia, 
we  have  three  indictments. 

The  numbers  are  going  to  be  there  in  terms  of  putting  some  of 
these  people  away.  It  is  just  that  it  is  a  little  early  in  the  game  to 
tell  how  large  the  numbers  will  actually  be. 

FHWA  CONSTRUCTION  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  Carr.  It  seems  like  this  would  be  a  good  investment  of  the 
taxpayer's  money  if  we're  talking  investment  terms.  We  will  see 
what  we  can  do  to  help  you  out. 

Not  only  have  there  been  questions  on  bid  rigging  and  gas  tax 
evasion,  but  your  audits  reveal  that  some  States  overcharge  the 
FHWA  for  construction  work.  In  a  June  1992  audit  for  example, 
you  found  that  the  California  Department  of  Transportation  had 
overcharged  FHWA  approximately  $11.7  million  on  379  Federal-aid 
projects.  You  concluded  that  "this  incorrect  billing  practice  oc- 
curred because  CALTRANS  misinterpreted  financial  standards  and 
FHWA  did  not  perform  required  oversight." 

Why  was  FHA's  oversight  so  bad  in  this  area? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  What  was  happening  was  that  CALTRANS  was 
going  through  the  billings  they  received  from  their  contractors  and 
identifying  costs  that  were  inappropriate.  They  were  labor  charges 
that  couldn't  be  supported  or  material  cost.  CALTRANS  was  de- 
ducting the  costs  from  the  bill  and  was  not  paying  the  contractors. 

When  CALTRANS  billed  the  Federal  Government,  they  billed 
for  the  total  invoice  despite  the  fact  that  they  didn't  pay  the  con- 
tractors for  part  of  it. 

The  Federal  rules  say  that  you  can  only  charge  for  the  costs  that 
are  actually  incurred.  As  CALTRANS  deletes  costs  as  inappropri- 
ate, they  should  not  have  charged  the  Federal  Government  for 
those  costs. 

Since  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  didn't  look  at  CAL- 
TRANS bills  in  sufficient  detail  they  did  not  know  of  those  mis- 
charges.  That  is  why  we  concluded  that  it  was  a  Federal  Highway 
oversight  problem. 

Mr.  Carr.  Did  we  actually  get  the  money  back? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  got  back  $9.8  million. 
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Mr.  Carr.  What  happened  to  the  rest? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  I  don't  have  the  details.  I  can  only  surmise  that  the 
other  $2  million  for  some  reason  was  written  off.  I  can  find  out. 

OVERSIGHT  OF  STATE  HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  this  occurring  in  other  States? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Not  that  we  have  found.  This  was  the  only  State 
where  we  found  this  problem. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  been  checking  the  other  States? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  do  financial  reviews  in  quite  a  few  States.  We 
often  look  at  the  accounting  system.  This  is  the  only  one  State 
where  this  issue  was  identified. 

Mr.  Carr.  FHWA  directives  require  the  agency  to  perform  finan- 
cial management  reviews  of  State  highway  operations.  You  found 
that  FHWA  had  not  reviewed  CALTRANS'  billing  practices  since 
1986.  How  could  they  be  allowed  to  go  so  long  without  auditing  the 
State,  particularly  a  State  which  spends  so  much  of  our  highway 
funding? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FHWA's  Financial  Management  Review  Program  has  been  given  low  priority  by 
the  FHWA  California  Division.  As  a  result,  FHWA  reviews  of  the  Federal-aid  billing 
system,  as  well  as  other  financial  management  areas,  were  not  being  performed  in 
California. 

Officials  in  the  FHWA  California  Division  told  the  OIG  that  they  attributed  the 
problem  to  lack  of  staff  to  complete  all  assigned  responsibiliities.  While  officials  at 
all  levels  of  FHWA  acknowledged  the  importance  of  financial  management  reviews, 
they  had  no  action  plan  to  ensure  their  accomplishment.  In  our  opinion,  the  prob- 
lem will  not  improve  until  FHWA  Headquarters  and  regional  offices  provide  over- 
sight of  the  Financial  Management  Review  Program  by  tracking  performance  of  di- 
vision offices. 

NATIONAL  BRIDGE  INVENTORY  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  We've  heard  in  this  Committee  that  the  sky  is  falling 
because  they  believe  that  the  Nation's  bridges  are  crumbling  at 
alarming  rates.  We  have  seen  large  estimates  of  the  number  of  de- 
ficient bridges  by  FHWA  and  others.  This  data  is  based  in  part  on 
the  National  Bridge  Inventory  System. 

In  a  recent  audit,  you  found  that  FHWA  did  not  adequately  mon- 
itor what  the  States  entered  into  the  budget  inventory  database. 
Among  other  things,  you  found  that  a  high  percentage  of  bridges 
sampled  overstated  the  number  needed  to  be  posted  with  weight 
limit  signs.  The  GAO  has  also  recently  reported  on  inadequacies  in 
our  understanding  of  deficient  bridges. 

Could  you  comment  on  the  extent  of  this  problem? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  That  report  was  quite  extensive.  We  found  that  44 
States  had  3,396  off-system  bridges  that  had  operating  limits  of  less 
than  3  tons  and  should  have  been  closed  but  were  not.  There  were 
six  or  seven  issues  that  we  raised. 

The  problem  with  the  National  Bridge  Inventory  involved  172  of 
411  bridges  in  six  of  the  nine  States  we  reviewed.  The  States  over- 
stated the  number  of  bridges  that  needed  to  be  posted.  We  conclud- 
ed with  a  95  percent  certainty  that  the  posting  status  of  not  less 
than  1,776  or  more  than  2,225  bridges  in  10  States  were  incorrectly 
shown  in  the  NBI.  The  primary  reason  that  was  happening  was  be- 
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cause  the  States  were  entering  bad  data  in  the  system  and  because 
the  data  was  not  timely. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  can  we  do  to  assure  greater  accuracy?  It  is  an 
important  thing  because  this  Committee,  among  others  in  the  Con- 
gress, gets  deluged  by  the  day  with  the  needs  out  there.  If  people 
are  overstating  the  needs,  then  they  are  misleading  policy-makers. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  Part  of  the  problem  is  the  incentive  system.  The 
incentive  is  to  overstate  the  needs  because  in  doing  the  calculations 
on  discretionary  bridges  and  how  much  money  you  get,  that  is  a 
factor.  The  bigger  the  problem  you  have  the  more  money  you  will 
get  out  of  the  formula. 

AUDIT  EMPHASIS — BRIDGES 

Mr.  Carr.  Should  we  have  a  beefed-up  effort  in  your  office  to  go 
out  and  audit  some  of  these  requests  and  then  make  a  downward 
adjustment? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  At  the  request  of  the  NTSB  we  have  an  audit  every 
year  to  look  at  the  bridges.  Several  years  ago,  when  there  was  a 
bridge  collapse,  NTSB  recommended  that  we  do  an  annual  audit  of 
the  bridge  data.  So  every  year  for  the  past  4  years  we  have  looked 
at  some  aspect  of  bridges,  such  as  on-system  bridges  or  off-system 
bridges.  If  you  looked  back  at  these  reports,  you  could  get  a  pretty 
good  read  on  the  conditions  and  the  problems  in  bridge  oversight. 

BRIDGE  REHABIUTATION  VERSUS  REPLACEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  You've  also  found  that  FHWA  did  not  adequately  pro- 
mote bridge  rehabilitation  in  lieu  of  replacement.  FHWA  did  not 
agree  with  your  finding,  and  did  not  even  agree  with  your  recom- 
mendation to  provide  guidelines  to  States  requiring  that  rehabilita- 
tion be  considered  prior  to  replacement. 

This  seems  symptomatic  of  many  of  the  problems  in  our  highway 
finance  system.  We  emphasize  and  give  incentives  for  new  con- 
struction instead  of  requiring  adequate  maintenance  and  rehabili- 
tation. 

Where  does  this  situation  stand  today?  Is  it  the  same? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  It  has  not  changed  much.  Again,  the  incentive 
system  is  a  problem.  If  a  grantee  or  a  State  can  get  90  percent  of 
the  money  needed  to  build  a  bridge  from  the  Federal  Government, 
why  not  build  a  new  bridge?  Clearly,  the  incentive  is  there.  It  is 
only  going  to  cost  you  10  percent.  Why  not  build  a  new  bridge? 

CONSTRUCTION  SHARING  RATIOS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  could  the  Congress  do  to  more  effectively  pro- 
mote rehabilitation  in  lieu  of  replacement  for  the  bridge  program? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  We  have  suggested  in  the  past — not  only  in  this 
area  but  even  in  terms  of  FTA  grants — that  you  change  the  shar- 
ing ratios.  When  grantees  have  to  put  up  a  higher  share,  then  they 
are  more  interested  in  the  efficient  and  economical  way  to  do  busi- 
ness. But  as  long  as  the  incentive  isn't  there  and  the  federal  gov- 
ernment is  funding  90  percent  of  the  dollars,  it  is  tough  to  change 
people's  minds. 

Our  position  is  that  there  ought  to  be  a  higher  sharing  ratio.  If 
you  want  to  build  a  new  bridge  and  we  think  the  old  one  can  be 
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repaired  economically,  then  maybe  you  ought  to  be  putting  up  30 
or  40  percent  of  the  cost  and  the  Federal  Government  only  60  per- 
cent or  70  percent  instead  of  90  percent.  That  might  change  your 
decisionmaking. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  current  match  on  bridge  rehabilitation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Under  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transporation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991,  the  Bridge 
Replacement  and  Rehabilitation  Program  is  basically  unchanged  from  previous 
years  in  its  formula  and  requirements.  The  bridge  rehabilitation  projects  will  be 
split  between  the  Federal  and  the  state  governments  on  an  80/20  basis. 

HIGHWAY  SAFETY  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
is  responsible  for  promoting  and  regulating  safety  on  our  Nation's 
highways.  Last  year,  you  testified  that  safety  oversight  was  a  major 
priority  of  the  Inspector  General's  office. 

How  is  the  priority  emphasis  reflected  in  your  planned  audit 
work  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  fiscal  year  1993  audit  will  cover  NHTSA's  management  of  state  highway  traf- 
fic safety  operations.  This  audit  will  review  4  NHTSA  Regions  and  8  state  highways 
agencies,  and  will  determine  the  adequacy  of  NHTSA's  controls  in  performing  man- 
agement reviews  of  state  highway  traffic  safety  operations  and  whether  such  reviews 
provide  reasonable  assurance  that  state  highway  safety  operation  are  being  carried 
out  in  an  efficient  and  effective  manner.  In  addition,  our  Fiscal  Year  1993  annual 
audit  plan  contains  8  Departmentwide  audits  which  cover  various  administrative 
and  program  areas  within  NHTSA.  These  audits  will  concentrate  on  the  administra- 
tive oversight  of  NHTSA's  programs.  On  a  Departmentwide  basis,  our  audit  plan 
contains  22  audits  involving  safety  oversight.  These  audits  are  as  follows: 

— FAA  Implementation/Oversight  of  the  Industry  Drug  Rule 

— Visual  Navigation  Aids 

— Flight  Inspection  of  Navigational  Aids  Program 

— Placement  of  Flight  Standards  Inspectors 

— Inspection  of  Federally  Owned  Bridges 

— Railroad  Accident/ Incident  Reporting 

— Management  Review  of  State  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Operations 

— OST  Implementation  and  Oversight  of  the  Industry  Drug  Rule 

— Safety,  Financial  &  Procurement  Compliance  Reviews 

— Inspection  of  Mass  Transit  Bridges 

— Implementation  of  Subtitle  D  Drug  Free  Workplace  Grantees 

— Intermodal  Transportation  of  Hazardous  Material 

— Development  and  Implementation  of  the  Aviation  Safety  Analysis  System 

— Air  Carrier  Operation  of  Aircraft  with  Recurring  Airworthiness  Maintenance 
Problems 

— Enforcement  of  Recreational  Boat  Manufacturing  Standards 

— Training  for  FAA  Pilots 

— Enforcement  of  Pipeline  Safety  Standards 

— Hazardous  Materials  Inspection  Program 

— Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel  Safety 

— Hazardous  Materials  Management  Northwest  Mountain  Region 

— Hazardous  Materials  Management  FAA  Alaska  Region 

— Enforcement  of  Federal  Railroad  Safety  Standards 

In  developing  our  fiscal  year  1994  audit  plan,  we  will  make  sure  audit  suggestions 
in  the  safety  oversight  area  are  given  continued  emphasis  during  our  planning 
meetings.  We  will  select  safety  oversight  audits  in  a  priority  consistent  with  our 
commitments  to  do  acquisition  and  Chief  Financial  Officer  Audits. 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  indicated  that  your  oversight  at 
NHTSA  would  focus  on  administrative  activities  rather  than  pro- 
gram effectiveness.  Is  that  still  your  priority?  Why? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Our  fiscal  year  1993  audit  activity  in  NHTSA  does  focus  on  administrative  activi- 
ties. Audits  currently  in  process  involve  the  implementation  of  the  Computer  Secu- 
rity Act,  ADP  support  services  agreements,  and  cooperative  agreements.  Audits 
scheduled  to  begin  will  involve  internal  controls  over  computer  software  mainte- 
nance, contracted  advisory  and  assistance  services,  and  lobbying  activities.  These 
audits  are  designed  to  improve  effectiveness  and  efficiency  in  administrative  and 
management  functions.  When  preparing  our  fiscal  year  1994  annual  audit  plan,  we 
will  give  consideration  to  both  administrative  and  program  efficiency  audits.  Three 
audits  currently  approved  for  future  audit  coverage  involve  program  effectiveness. 
These  audits  include  the  Defects  Investigation  Program,  the  New  Car  Assessment 
Program,  and  Contract  Administration. 

NHTSA's  STATE  GRANT  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Carr.  Previous  audit  work  by  your  office  on  NHTSA's  ad- 
ministration of  the  highway  traffic  safety  grant  program  resulted 
in  recommendations  for  improved  financial  reviews  of  State  high- 
way safety  programs.  While  this  audit  was  limited  to  one  grant 
program — section  402 — and  one  region — region  2 — do  you  have  any 
observations  in  general  about  NHTSA's  financial  management  of 
its  State  grant  programs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  have  any  observations  in  general  about  NHTSA's  financial  manage- 
ment of  its  state  grant  programs.  The  audit  cited  was  limited  to  the  section  402 
grant  program  in  one  region,  and  we  have  not  conducted  any  administration-wide 
audits  of  NHTSA's  financial  management  of  its  state  grant  programs. 

HIGHWAY  SAFETY  GRANT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  NHTSA  recently  reorganized  its  regional  office  man- 
agement structure  in  order  to  give  greater  focus  and  attention  to 
regional  operations.  Do  you  have  an  opinion  as  to  whether  this  re- 
organization is  resulting  in  better  management  of  State  highway 
safety  grant  programs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  cannot  comment  on  NHTSA's  reorganization  of  its  regional  office  manage- 
ment because  we  have  not  performed  any  review  of  the  structure. 

AUDITS  OF  STATE  HIGHWAY  SAFETY  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  fiscal  year  1993  annual  audit  plan  indicates  that 
you  intend  to  conduct  an  audit  of  NHTSA's  management  reviews 
of  State  highway  traffic  safety  operations  to  determine  whether 
State  highway  safety  operations  are  carried  out  in  an  efficient  and 
effective  manner.  Please  elaborate  on  what  you  plan  to  accomplish 
in  this  audit  and  how  you  will  conduct  it. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  audit  will  determine  the  adequacy  of  NHTSA's  controls  in  performing  man- 
agement reviews  of  state  highway  traffic  safety  operations  and  whether  such  re- 
views provide  reasonable  assurance  that  state  highway  safety  operations  are  being 
carried  out  in  an  efficient  and  effective  manner.  The  audit  will  also  include  an  as- 
sessment of  the  adequacy  of  NHTSA's  management  review  system  for  evaluating 
the  effectiveness  of  state  highway  safety  operations. 

We  plan  to  conduct  the  audit  by  evaluating  NHTSA's  regional  office  review  of  the 
states'  programs  and  financial  management  practices.  The  evaluation  will  include 
visits  to  State  Highway  Safety  Agencies  to  determine  whether  all  significant  man- 
agement weaknesses  have  been  identified,  and  corrective  action  has  been  taken  on 
program  weaknesses  identified  by  NHTSA.  The  audit  is  planned  to  be  performed  at 
NHTSA  Headquarters,  four  NHTSA  regions,  and  at  eight  state  highway  agencies. 
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nhtsa's  statistical  data 

Mr.  Carr.  Previous  audit  work  has  found  that  NHTSA  was  not 
properly  identifying  in  its  rulemaking  documents  the  limitations 
on  its  statistical  data;  that  is,  NHTSA  was  not  fully  disclosing  the 
nature  and  extent  of  sampling  errors,  statistical  sources,  defini- 
tions, and  methods.  Has  this  situation  been  addressed  by  NHTSA 
to  your  satisfaction? 

[The  information  follows:] 

NHTSA  agreed  to  make  the  changes  we  recommended.  Recent  NHTSA  regulatory 
evaluations,  regulatory  impact  analyses,  and  rulemaking  documents  identified  sta- 
tistical limitations.  These  limitations  consisted  largely  of  sampling  and  non-sam- 
pling errors  associated  with  estimates  derived  from  statistical  sampling. 

TRANSIT  GRANTS  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  discussed  FTA's  woeful  oversight  of  its  tran- 
sit grant  program.  In  fact,  I  noticed  the  GAO  cited  this  as  a  major 
transition  issue  leaving  the  Government  susceptible  to  significant 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse. 

Where  does  this  situation  stand  today?  What  actions  can  the 
Congress  take  to  assist  the  Department  in  resolving  this  problem? 

Mr.  DeCarli.  FTA  grants  oversight  is  still  being  reported  as  a 
material  weakness  to  the  Congress  under  the  Federal  Financial 
Managers  Integrity  program.  There  are  still  oversight  problems  in 
FTA.  We  issued  11  reports  since  our  last  hearing.  Some  of  those 
reports  address  the  discretionary  bus  program,  how  those  grants 
are  awarded  and  documentation  supporting  them.  Other  reports 
address  the  premature  disposition  of  rail  cars  and  Federal  recover- 
ies that  ought  to  be  made  as  a  result  of  those  premature  decisions. 

We  finally  won  a  realization  in  FTA  that  they  do  have  a  major 
oversight  responsibility  of  grantees.  That  was  a  long  time  coming. 
They  firmly  believed  that  their  primary  role  was  to  give  out  grants 
and  not  to  administer  grants.  But  we  have  had  a  mind  set  change 
there. 

Along  with  that  mind  set  change  was  an  agreement  within  FTA 
to  change  the  structure  and  set  the  controls  system  better.  In  the 
past,  the  same  people  who  were  doing  the  grant  oversight  also  were 
making  decisions  on  who  ought  to  get  grants  and  for  what  reasons. 
The  reorganization  they  had  contemplated  would  have  split  that 
out  so  that  the  same  people  who  would  be  doing  oversight  would 
not  be  responsible  for  awarding  grants.  That  would  have  been  a 
plus. 

It  is  important  to  get  that  done  and  to  make  sure  that  the  new 
operating  administrator  and  his  team  have  the  same  mind  set  as 
we  finally  ended  up  with  Brian  Clymer  as  he  left  the  building. 
There  is  in  fact  a  major  role  for  grantee  oversight. 

FTA's  bus  REPLACEMENT  PLANS 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  also  discussed  FTA's  lax  procedures  allowing 
the  premature  replacement  of  buses.  FTA's  guidelines  did  not  take 
into  account  the  actual  service  life  experienced  for  transit  buses, 
and  the  agency  was  not  vigilant  in  requiring  transit  authorities  to 
reimburse  FTA  for  the  residual  value  of  buses  replaced. 
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Wouldn't  you  say  that  these  deficiencies  tend  to  encourage  tran- 
sit authorities  to  replace  buses  before  it  is  required,  rather  than 
properly  maintain  and  extend  the  useful  life  of  buses  currently  in 
service? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  Our  experience  has  shown  that  most  mass  transit  operators  base  their  bus 
capital  replacement  plans  on  the  minimum  service  life  criteria  prescribed  by  the 
FTA. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  actions  are  needed  to  redirect  these  incentives, 
to  promote  efficient  use  of  our  existing  resources  rather  than 
draining  our  limited  transit  funding  by  buying  shiny,  new  buses 
when  the  old  ones  are  still  adequate? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Financial  incentives  are  needed  to  reward  transit  operators  that  operate  buses 
longer  thsm  the  minimum  service  life  prescribed  by  the  FTA.  Under  FTA's  current 
bus  replacement  policy,  a  transit  operator  that  operates  a  standard  size  bus  for  the 
minimum  12-year  service  life  is  eligible  for  the  same  FTA  grant  participation  ratio 
(80  percent)  in  a  new  replacement  bus  as  a  transit  operator  that  operates  a  bus  for 
more  than  12  years  before  replacement.  Such  inequitable  treatment  unfairly  pun- 
ishes transit  operators  that  properly  maintain  their  buses  to  increase  the  useful 
service  life.  To  offer  an  incentive  for  mass  transit  operators  to  operate  buses  beyond 
the  FTA's  current  service  life  criteria,  the  grant  participation  ratio  could  be  based 
on  a  sliding  scale  and  linked  to  the  actual  bus  service  life  achieved  by  a  transit  op- 
erator. 

BUS  DISCRETIONARY  GRANTS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  May  1992  audit,  you  found  that  FTA's  criteria 
and  process  for  awarding  bus  discretionary  grants  need  improve- 
ment. Please  explain  your  findings  to  us,  and  tell  us  whether 
FTA's  response  to  date  is  satisfactory. 

[The  information  follows:] 

FTA  had  not  provided  grantees  with  sufficient  advance  guidance  on  what  criteria 
would  be  used  to  analyze  and  evaluate  their  requests  for  Section  3  discretionary  bus 
grants.  As  a  result,  grantees  did  not  know  what  criteria  had  precedence  in  the  eval- 
uation and  selection  process.  Also,  FTA  had  not  provided  its  regions  with  adequate 
program  guidance  concerning  the  need  for  consistent  methods  in  ranking  proposed 
projects.  (Consequently,  regions'  rankings  of  proposed  projects  lacked  consistency 
and  sufficient  information  needed  for  adequate  Headquarters  review.  Lastly,  FTA 
Headquarters  officials  could  not  properly  support  with  documentary  evidence  that 
selection  and  funding  recommendations  to  the  Administrator  were  based  on  com- 
plete and  objective  analyses  of  proposed  projects. 

FTA's  response  to  the  recommendations  in  our  report  is  satisfactory.  However,  be- 
cause the  entire  FY  1993  appropriation  for  Section  3  bus  grants  was  earmarked  by 
Congress  for  specific  projects,  FTA  does  not  have  discretionary  authority  to  allocate 
Section  3  funds  for  bus  projects  in  FY  1993.  If  FTA  receives  discretionary  authority 
in  future  appropriations,  FTA  plans  to  instruct  its  regions  on  the  methodology  for 
ranking  proposed  bus  projects  and  to  document  the  overall  priority  criteria  and 
methodology. 

COAST  GUARD  EXCHANGES — ANNUAL  AUDIT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  area  of  the  Coast  Guard,  in  a  January  1993 
audit  of  one  of  the  Coast  Guard's  largest  exchanges,  the  Support 
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Center  in  New  York,  you  found  that  major  accounting  and  internal 
control  problems  had  existed  without  correction  since  at  least  1987, 
leaving  exchange  operations  susceptible  to  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse. 

Would  you  explain  these  findings  more  fully  to  us  and  why  they 
could  exist  so  long  before  being  corrected? 

Mr.  Weintrob.  The  Coast  Guard  exchanges  have  a  requirement 
to  be  audited  annually,  and  they  have  been,  but  they  have  done  a 
fairly  poor  job.  The  Coast  Guard  over  the  last  several  years  used 
reservists.  People  who  have  auditing  jobs  in  their  day-to-day  jobs 
come  in  and  do  the  audits.  However,  their  efficiency  ratings  for 
that  2-week  reserve  duty  period  is  prepared  by  the  individual  they 
are  auditing.  The  reservists  do  not  have  all  of  the  tools  they  need 
and  they  don't  have  the  time  to  do  it  in  2  weeks,  and  have  done  an 
overall  poor  job  in  auditing. 

We  looked  at  10  exchanges  at  request  of  the  Commandant  of  the 
Coast  Guard.  He  is  also  disturbed  about  what  we're  finding.  They 
just  don't  have  a  good  structure  to  give  guidance  to  the  fields.  The 
exchanges  are  run  by  the  local  commands. 

CG  NEW  YORK  EXCHANGE 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  do  we  have  a  Coast  Guard  exchange  in  New 
York? 

Mr.  Weintrob.  Philosophically,  you  have  an  exchange  because 
the  service  men  and  women  with  isolated  duty  station  and  relative- 
ly lower  salary  needs  things  for  his  or  her  day-to-day  living  and  for 
his  or  her  family.  Those  exchanges  were  originally  built  for  those 
purposes. 

I  am  sure  that  today  a  side  benefit,  according  to  the  Coast  Guard, 
is  money  to  their  morale  and  welfare  funds.  The  exchanges  5deld 
some  money  for  other  morale  and  welfare  activities. 

Mr.  DeCarli.  You  can  go  back  10  years  ago.  GAO  had  looked  at 
commissaries  and  exchanges  and  questioned  their  necessity  years 
ago.  GAO  tried  to  close  some  very  unsuccessfully.  It  is  an  issue  that 
has  been  around  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  Weintrob.  Having  spent  many  years  at  Defense  before  I 
came  to  Transportation,  I  know  the  Department  of  Defense  has  a 
large  headquarters  structure  to  manage  and  issue  guidance  and  di- 
rectives and  evaluate  their  exchanges.  The  Coast  Guard  has  rela- 
tively few  doing  this. 

Additionally,  people  rotate  into  the  headquarters  organization. 
Those  officers  are  very  short-lived  in  their  organization  and  don't 
have  a  professional  career  path  for  retail  sales.  That  is  why  the 
Coast  Guard  does  a  significantly  poorer  job  of  administering  those 
kinds  of  activities  than  the  Department  of  Defense  does. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  Committee  ends  up  having  to  appropriate  the 
shortfalls.  Suppose  we  just  stop  doing  that. 

Mr.  Weintrob.  I  guess  you  would  have  to  ask  the  Commandant. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  we  ought  to. 

We  have  a  number  of  other  questions  that  we  will  ask  for  the 
record. 
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INTERNAL  CONTROLS  AT  COAST  GUARD  COMMISSARIES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  an  audit  of  one  of  the  Coast  Guard's  largest  com- 
missaries— Kodiak,  Alaska — you  found  some  incredibly  sloppy 
management  practices:  merchandise  was  not  priced  to  recoup  its 
total  costs;  revenues  were  not  always  fully  collected;  prices  were 
not  reduced  to  take  advantage  of  vendor  discounts  or  promotions; 
and  goods  were  not  inspected  or  verified  to  invoices  when  received. 

Why  should  we  use  appropriated  funds  to  subsidize  the  ex- 
changes when  their  management  seems  to  lack  basic  internal  con- 
trols? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  will  pay  higher  prices  for  food  and  household  items  if  appropri- 
ated funds  support  is  withdrawn  from  the  commissary  in  Kodiak,  Alaska.  This  is  a 
particularly  important  benefit  in  high  cost  areas  such  as  Kodiak,  Alaska.  Like  ex- 
changes, commissaries  are  intended  to  provide  an  income  benefit  to  military  mem- 
bers. Through  savings  or  discount  purchases,  commissaries  provide  food  and  house- 
hold items  necessary  to  subsist  and  maintain  the  household  of  the  military  member 
and  his/her  family.  However,  none  of  these  reasons  is  a  rationale  for  sloppy  man- 
agement or  lack  of  internal  controls,  which  we  have  not  and  do  not  overlook  or  ap- 
prove. Sloppy  management  and  wasted  money  only  hurts  the  Coast  Guard  personnel 
serving  their  country  in  a  very  costly  area  of  the  country  and  in  often  inhospitable 
climate.  ^Vhen  we  find  management  deficiencies,  we  require  corrective  action,  re- 
gardless of  debates  on  whether  there  should  be  commissaries. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  you  expect  that  similar  problems  affect  other 
Coast  Guard  exchanges? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  some  of  our  recent  audits  of  Coast  Guard  exchanges  have  disclosed  similar 
problems,  to  varying  degrees.  At  the  Coast  Guard's  request,  we  included  audit  cover- 
age for  its  ten  largest  exchanges  in  our  Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993  audit  plans. 
After  these  audits  are  completed,  we  intend  to  issue  a  consolidated  report  to  Coast 
Guard  Headquarters.  It  will  address  the  corrective  actions  needed  for  widespread  or 
systemic  problems. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  were  your  recommendations,  and  to  what  extent 
has  the  Coast  Guard  adopted  them? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  recommended  the  Commander,  Maintenance  and  Logistics  Command  Pacific, 
price  commissary  merchandise  to  recoup  total  transportation  and  processing  costs 
from  commissary  patrons,  collect  surcharge  revenues  fully  and  use  them  for  their 
intended  purpose,  and  reduce  commissary  prices  for  vendor  promotions  and  dis- 
counts. Furthermore,  we  made  recommendations  regarding  physical  inventories; 
separation  of  warehouse  duties;  inspection  and  verification  of  commissary  goods; 
preparation,  review  and  authorization  of  salvage  reports;  and  warehouse  security. 

The  Commander,  Maintenance  and  Logistics  Command  Pacific  has  taken  or  initi- 
ated the  actions  needed  to  improve  cash  management  and  inventory  controls.  Since 
the  audit,  the  Coat  Guard  has  been  charging  the  Exchange  System  for  transporta- 
tion; using  monthly  physical  cutting  tests  to  determine  the  actual  cost  of  usable 
meat  cuts;  assessing  the  Exchange  System  a  five  percent  surcharge  on  merchandise 
bought  from  the  commissary;  using  new  gain /loss  reports  to  more  accurately  ac- 
count for  meat  and  produce  salvage,  and  adjust  prices  accordingly;  and  changing 
commissary  prices  to  reflect  vendor  credits  and  promotions.  By  June  1993,  the  Coast 
Guard  expects  to  have  obtained,  reviewed,  and  provided  transportation  billings  to 
the  Finance  Center  for  allocation  to  responsible  units;  and  to  have  evaluated  quota- 
tions and,  if  appropriate,  negotiate  a  new  contract  to  transport  commissary  mer- 
chandise. To  improve  inventories  and  inventory  controls,  the  Coast  Guard  installed 
a  perpetual  inventory  program;  began  semiannual  inventories  which  are  based  on 
retail  and  are  reconciled  against  accounting  records;  preapproves  all  merchandise 
orders  before  they  are  placed  by  the  support  services  contractor;  requires  the  sup- 
port contractor  to  verify  all  goods  prior  to  signing  invoices;  makes  unannounced  in- 
spections of  the  support  services  contractor;  and  documents  and  approves  merchan- 
dise salvage  prior  to  disposal  or  donation.  Also,  the  Coast  Guard  strengthened  secu- 
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rity  measures,  and  expects  to  have  an  electronic  security  system  operational  by 
June  1993. 

APPROPRIATED  FUND  SUPPORT  OF  COAST  GUARD  EXCHANGES 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  Coast  Guard  been  reducing  its  appropriated 
fund  support  for  retail  exchanges,  as  you  recommended  in  an  earU- 
er  audit? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  Coast  Guard  has  been  reducing  its  appropriated  fund  support  for  retail 
exchanges.  The  Coast  Guard  has  taken  steps  to  reassign  personnel  previously  paid 
from  appropriated  funds,  reducing  appropriated  fund  support  for  the  Exchange 
System  by  about  $620,000  annually.  Also,  effective  February  3,  1993,  the  Coast 
Guard  discontinued  the  use  of  appropriated  fund  support  for  construction  exterior 
rehabilitation,  and  renovation  of  retail  exchanges,  reducing  appropriated  fund  sup- 
port for  Fiscal  Year  1993  projects  by  $401,000.  These  projects  will  be  submitted  for 
funding  from  the  Exchange  System  Construction  Fund.  Further,  in  response  to  a 
Fiscal  Year  1992  policy  change,  the  Coast  Guard  determined  that  about  $543,000  in 
unauthorized  appropriated  fund  support  was  being  provided  annually  for  Exchange 
System  utilities  and  operating/ maintenance  expenses.  Increased  management  over- 
sight is  expected  to  ensure  this  appropriated  fund  support  does  not  recur. 

MANAGING  COAST  GUARD  EXCHANGES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard's  policy  is  to  manage  its  retail  ex- 
changes consistent  with  guidelines  of  the  Armed  Forces  Exchange 
Services.  At  the  time  of  last  year's  hearing,  you  planned  to  obtain 
a  copy  of  these  guidelines  and  compare  them  to  the  Coast  Guard's 
guidance.  Has  that  been  accomplished,  and  if  so,  what  did  you  find? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  we  have  compared  the  Coast  Guard's  guidance  with  the  Armed  Forces  Ex- 
change Services'  guidelines.  The  Coast  Guard's  guidance  is  consistent,  and  in  fact,  in 
most  instances  identical,  with  that  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

CG  TRAINING  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  June  1992  audit,  you  found  significant  weakness- 
es in  the  Coast  Guard's  training  program  for  active  duty  personnel. 
Would  you  explain  those  findings  to  us? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  USCG  lacked  assurance  that  its  $27  million  annual  allocation  of  training 
funds  was  spent  on  either  (i)  the  most  critical  operational  programs,  or  (ii)  those  in- 
dividuals whose  receipt  of  specific  training  would  have  the  most  benefit  to  the 
USCG.  This  situation  resulted  from  the  USCG's  lack  of  effective  action  to  (i)  develop 
a  comprehensive  data  base  containing  complete  and  accurate  training  information, 
(ii)  prioritize  training  requirements,  (iii)  standardize  training  plans,  and  (iv)  sched- 
ule training  for  non-peak  operation  periods. 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  Coast  Guard,  about  50  percent  of 
their  personnel  are  not  properly  trained,  even  though  at  any  given 
time  about  20  percent  are  in  training  status.  Would  you  say  that 
the  Coast  Guard  is  not  efficiently  running  its  training  program,  if 
20  percent  of  its  personnel  are  conducting  training,  yet  half  of  the 
workforce  remains  inadequately  trained? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  our  report,  we  stated  that  about  20  percent  of  Coast  Guard  personnel  are  in 
training  at  any  given  time.  Even  with  this  relatively  high  percentage,  poor  records, 
poor  planning,  and  frequent  turnover  have  yielded  significant  deficiencies  in  the 
Coast  Guard's  training  program.  Such  results  indicate  the  Coast  Guard  is  not  effi- 
ciently running  its  training  program. 
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USAGE  OF  MIUTARY  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Carr.  To  what  extent  does  the  Coast  Guard's  heavy  reliance 
on  military  personnel,  that  is,  reluctance  to  hire  civilians,  and  the 
frequent  rotation  of  military  personnel  contribute  to  the  training 
problems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  did  not  evaluate  the  relationship  between  hiring  civilians  and  rotation  of  mili- 
tary personnel.  In  our  report  and  in  discussion  with  senior  Coast  Guard  officials,  we 
have  often  discussed  the  advantages  of  long  tours  of  duty  before  rotation.  Since  it 
takes  several  months  to  train  a  new  assignee  on  the  intricacies  of  a  new  organiza- 
tion, it  would  be  better  use  of  that  training  time  if  the  individual  remained  at  the 
job  for  a  longer  period  of  time,  and  as  we  have  pointed  out  in  other  audits  and  testi- 
mony, in  many  instances  would  cut  relocation  costs. 

CG  EXCHANGE  TRAINING  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  You  performed  an  audit  in  1985  and  found  similar 
problems.  Why  were  the  Coast  Guard's  corrective  actions  not  suffi- 
cient at  that  time,  and  what  makes  you  believe  they  will  properly 
address  the  problems  now? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  1985  and  1992  objectives  and  recommendations,  although  related,  addressed 
different  aspects  of  the  training  issue.  Ck)nsequently,  full  implementation  of  the  ear- 
lier report's  recommendations,  while  having  a  positive  impact  on  the  Coast  Guard's 
training  program,  did  not  address  the  problems  we  observe!  in  1992. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  committed  to  implement  our  recommendations  and  provided 
a  specific  implementation  schedule.  Follow-up  work  with  the  USCG,  nine  months 
after  our  1992  report,  disclosed  that  some  actions  had  already  been  taken,  more  de- 
tailed steps  and  milestones  had  been  established,  and  actions  taken  to  date  were 
consistent  with  the  actions  and  timetables  agreed  to  in  the  USCG's  response  to  our 
draft  report.  Consequently,  we  believe  that  the  USCG  is  committed  to  improving  its 
training  program. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  report  states  that  the  Coast  Guard's  office  of  per- 
sonnel and  training  plans  to  play  a  more  active  role  by  1995.  This 
problem  was  first  noted  in  1985.  Isn't  10  years  a  little  long  to  wait 
for  correction? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes  it  is.  Some  corrective  actions  have  already  been  taken  and  specific  steps  and 
milestone  dates  established  for  the  remaining  actions  which  will  continue  through 
FY  1996.  Improvements  to  the  Coast  Guard's  training  program  are  ongoing  and  we 
will  continue  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  the  actions  taken  as  they  are  implement- 
ed. 

FUGHT  TIME — CG  PILOTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Coast  Guard  pilots  fly  an  average  of  500  hours  a  year. 
Approximately  half  of  that  flight  time  is  spent  on  operational 
training.  Given  the  particularly  high  cost  of  flight  training  and  the 
training  deficiencies  noted  already,  what  confidence  do  you  have 
that  these  funds  are  being  effectively  spent? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  not  performed  an  audit  of  the  cost  effectiveness  of  flight  training  and 
therefore  cannot  express  an  opinion  as  to  whether  funds  for  flight  training  are 
being  effectively  spent. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  checked  this  against  Coast  Guard  and  mili- 
tary standards  to  see  whether  all  of  this  flight  time  for  training  is 
truly  needed? 
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[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  not  compared  Coast  Guard  flight  time  training  requirements  with  those 
of  the  other  military  services. 

CG  RECREATIONAL  FACIUTIES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  operates  a  number  of  recreational  fa- 
cilities for  its  personnel  and  their  families,  including  swimming 
pools,  golf  courses,  and  movie  theaters.  You  stated  last  year  that 
ordinarily,  recreational  facilities  should  be  self-supporting. 

Is  that  still  your  view? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  for  most  locations,  it  is  our  opinion  that  recreational  facilities  should  be  self- 
supporting.  This  is  particularly  so  for  Coast  Guard  activities  located  in  densely  pop- 
ulated areas.  However,  there  are  some  Coast  Guard  stations  and  activities,  where 
Coast  Guard  military  personnel  are  stationed  with  their  families,  that  are  so  remote 
that  they  must  depend  on  appropriated  funds  support  or  very  little,  or  nothing, 
would  be  available. 

Mr.  Carr.  Under  what  conditions  should  appropriations  be  used 
to  subsidize  such  recreational  activities? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  our  opinion,  remotely  located  Coast  Guard  activities  may  justifiably  require 
significant  appropriated  fund  support. 

CG  FUGHT  PAY 

Mr.  Carr.  A  recent  audit  has  discovered  that  the  Co£ist  Guard 
does  not  adequately  determine  which  aviation  personnel  were  es- 
sential to  perform  airborne  duties  and  therefore  entitled  to  flight 
pay.  Basically,  Coast  Guard  managers  are  placing  far  too  many 
personnel  in  flight  status.  In  fact,  the  number  of  personnel  receiv- 
ing flight  pay  exceeds  both  the  number  of  aviation  billets  and  staff- 
ing standards  set  by  Coast  Guard  headquarters. 

How  much  funding  in  the  Coast  Guard's  operating  account  could 
be  saved  if  they  were  more  watchful  of  excess  flight  pay? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  our  Report  on  the  Audit  of  Incentive  and  Special  Pay  United  States  Coast 
Guard  (R7-CG-3-027)  we  estimated  operational  savings  of  $550,000  to  $1,100,000 
were  possible  if  unit  commanders  became  more  selective  when  assigning  personnel 
to  flying  status. 

Mr.    Carr.    What    management    improvements    are    needed   to 
ensure  that  flight  pay  is  not  provided  when  it  is  not  needed? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Although  we  withheld  making  recommendations  pending  the  results  of  the  Coast 
Guard's  Informal  Board  of  Investigation,  we  believe  the  report  made  it  clear  that  a 
uniform  system  for  recording,  monitoring,  and  calculating  flight  time  of  aviators 
was  needed.  In  addition,  the  Coast  Guard  needed  more  effective  procedures  to  iden- 
tify and  correct  errors. 

MONITORING  FLIGHT  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  How  do  Coast  Guard  air  stations  monitor  their  flight 
hour  requirements  and  track  actual  flight  hours  against  that 
standard? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Upon  assignment  to  an  air  station,  crew  members  receive  flight  orders  and  flight 
pay  is  automatically  included  in  subsequent  payroll  checks  unless  the  air  station  no- 
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tifies  the  pay  center  to  stop  payment.  Air  stations  used  a  variety  of  manual  and 
automated  systems  to  track  and  tabulate  hours  flown  each  month  by  individual 
crew  members.  The  Coast  Guard  Aircraft  Flight  Record  (Coast  Guard  4377)  is  the 
official  source  document  which  shows  crew  member  names  and  hours  flown  aboard 
Coast  Guard  aircraft. 

REDUCING  CG  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  We  often  hear  from  the  Coast  Guard  that  their  oper- 
ations budget  is  under  extreme  budgetary  pressure,  that  no  reduc- 
tions can  be  accommodated  without  serious  impact  on  Coast  Guard 
missions.  Based  on  this  audit  and  some  of  your  related  work,  would 
you  say  that  the  Coast  Guard  can  do  more  with  less  by  better  man- 
agement of  its  operational  activities? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Through  better  management,  particularly  of  administrative  areas,  all  operating 
administrations  including  the  Coast  Guard,  can  certainly  gain  efficiencies  and 
economies.  The  Coast  Guard  has  been  responsive  to  our  recommendations.  Unantici- 
pated events  such  as  Hurricane  Andrew,  the  exodus  of  Haitians  and  the  recent  east 
coast  storm  have  stretched  the  Coast  Guard  capabilities. 

INTERDICTION  AND  FISHERIES  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  Coast  Guard's  major  missions  is  maritime 
law  enforcement,  predominantly  expressed  in  migrant  interdiction 
and  fisheries  law  enforcement.  Estimated  costs  for  these  activities 
in  fiscal  year  1991  were  approximately  $220  million.  Over  65,000 
cutter-hours  and  aircraft-hours  are  utilized  in  these  missions. 

Despite  the  large  costs  and  resource  hours  devoted  to  these  mis- 
sions, you  found  in  a  recent  audit  that  the  Coast  Guard  does  not 
have  an  adequate  performance  measurement  system  to  determine 
the  effectiveness  or  efficiency  of  the  program.  Why  is  this? 

[The  information  follows:] 

An  adequate  performance  measurement  system  has  not  been  established  because 
it  is  difficult  to  measure  the  impact  of  law  enforcement  on  deterring  fishermen  from 
making  violations.  Additionally,  other  factors  include  the  (i)  difficulty  in  segregating 
enforcement  from  other  mission  resources,  (ii)  dynamic  nature  of  the  fishing  indus- 
try, and  (iii)  absence  of  an  accurate  universe  of  fishing  vessels.  USCG  has  undertak- 
en a  study  to  address  a  performance  measurement  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  is  known  for  its  attention  to  docu- 
mentation and  paperwork.  Couldn't  this  organizational  trait  be 
combined  with  computer  technology  to  measure  performance  based 
on  historical  data  and  trends? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  certainly  could  be  and  the  Coast  Guard  is  headed  in  that  direction.  The  Coast 
Guards  1994  budget  includes  funding  for  information  management  initiatives  in- 
volving the  use  of  computer  technology.  When  fully  operational,  these  systems 
should  measure  performance  based  on  historical  data  and  trends.  Examples  of  the 
USCG's  information  management  initiatives  include: 

Operations  Management  Information  System  (OMIS).  This  is  a  cross  functional  in- 
formation resource  management  system  to  support  the  office  of  operations,  pro- 
granis,  and  facilities  management.  OMIS  is  to  provide  data  necessary  for  decision 
making  regarding  mission  effectiveness,  facility  effectiveness,  and  program/facility 
planning.  Also,  information  will  be  available  on  resource  utilization  and  program 
performance  measured  against  program  standards. 

Resource  Information  System  for  Health  Services  Program  (KRIS)  KRIS  is  an  in- 
formation system  to  provide  on-line  access  to  data  regarding  health  care  resources, 
financial  matters,  facilities,  and  personnel  and  beneficiary  demographics.  The 
system  will  be  used  to  help  identify  and  control  the  rate  of  growth  within  its  health 
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care  program  and  provide  improved  access  to  safety  and  environmental  health  in- 
formation. 

System  for  Automated  Integrated  Logistics  (SAIL).  The  SAIL  project  is  an  auto- 
mated integrated  logistics  system  designed  to  improve  supply  support  and  mainte- 
nance coordination  and  communication  to  field  units  and  external  users.  The  cur- 
rent automated  systems  are  fragmented,  inefficient,  and  difficult  to  correct  and 
update  transactions. 

CG  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  What  confidence  would  you  have  in  the  Coast  Guard's 
budget  request  for  law  enforcement  funding,  given  their  inability 
to  measure  their  resource  needs  based  on  performance  criteria? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  the  absence  of  good  performance  measurement  data  concerning  the  law  en- 
forcement mission  and  considering  the  difficulty  in  segregating  the  multi-mission 
costs,  we  do  not  know  the  accuracy  of  the  Coast  Guard  request  for  law  enforcement 
funding. 

CG  HEUCOPTERS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  report  last  September,  you  suggested  that  the 
Coast  Guard  could  save  $136  million  in  acquisition,  construction, 
and  improvement  funds  by  using  U.S.  Army  Blackhawk  helicopters 
instead  of  procuring  new  SH-60  helicopters  for  its  OPBAT — Oper- 
ation Bahamas,  Turks  and  Caicos — drug  interdiction  mission.  Be- 
cause of  the  shrinking  of  military  requirements  and  operating 
budgets,  you  believed  that  existing  helicopters  might  be  made 
available  for  this  mission.  However,  I  understand  the  DOD  has 
denied  the  Coast  Guard's  request. 

Why  was  the  request  denied? 

[The  information  follows:] 

USCG's  request  was  denied  because  DOD  concluded  that  the  loan  of  the  UH-60 
helicopters  was  not  feasible.  DOD  advised  that  the  U.S.  Army  is  approximately  1 
year  behind  in  fielding  units  with  requirements  for  UH-60s.  As  of  October  22,  1992, 
only  48  percent  of  the  U.S.  Army's  requirements  had  been  fielded. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  agree  with  the  DOD? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  asked  the  DOD  Office  of  Inspector  General  to  determine  if  the  DOD  position 
on  the  non-availability  of  Blackhawk  helicopters  was  reasonable.  The  DODIG  sup- 
ported the  Defense  Departments  position.  We  have  no  basis  to  disagree  with  them. 
In  our  opinion,  however,  before  USCG  purchases  new  Jayhawk  helicopters  for  the 
OPBAT  mission,  the  new  Administration  should  decide  whether  the  OPBAT  mission 
will  be  continued  and,  if  so,  reassess  the  USCG  role.  If  the  USCG  role  continues,  the 
length  of  this  mission  and  the  availability  of  other  Government-owned  helicopters 
should  again  be  evaluated  before  additional  Jayhawk  helicopters  are  acquired. 

CG  CONSTRUCTION  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  current  Commandant  has  requested  and  received 
large  increased  in  funding  for  construction  of  shore  facilities  in- 
cluding family  housing,  based  on  his  assessment  that  a  priority 
should  be  placed  on  renewal  of  the  Coast  Guard's  facilities.  In  a 
recent  audit  of  construction  activities  in  the  Pacific  area,  you  found 
serious  management  and  planning  problems. 

Please  explain  your  findings  to  us. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Two  OIG  reports  (R9-CG-2-097  and  R9-CG-3-009)  addressing  the  Coast  Guard's 
planning  for  shore  facilities  construction  concluded  that  the  Coast  Guard  needed  to 
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do  a  better  job  in  the  project  review  and  approval  areas.  We  found  cases  where 
projects  had  proceeded  to  the  funding  stage  without  sufficient  justification  of  need, 
complete  and  accurate  cost  studies,  and  consideration  of  viable  alternatives.  For  ex- 
ample, the  Coast  Guard  was  preparing  to  award  a  contract  to  construct  a  $4.3  mil- 
lion housing  project  in  Southern  California  although  the  project  was  not  cost  effec- 
tive and  the  justification  for  the  project  was  weak.  As  a  result  of  the  OIG  reports, 
the  Coast  Guard  cancelled  the  project.  For  three  projects  involving  construction  of 
medical  clinics  costing  $6.8  million,  the  OIG  found  substantial  inconsistencies  in  the 
proposed  sizes  of  the  clinics.  As  a  result  of  the  OIG  reports,  the  Coast  Guard  re- 
evaluated clinic  sizes  and  costs  were  reduced  by  $929,000.  In  other  actions  based  on 
the  OIG  reports,  the  Coast  Guard  cancelled  a  housing  project  in  Seattle,  Washington 
which  was  not  cost  effective,  and  agreed  leasing  was  more  economical  than  con- 
struction for  a  marine  safety  office. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  takes  the  Coast  Guard  an  incredibly  long  time  to 
construct  even  the  most  simple  facilities — on  average,  between  5 
and  7  years  from  initial  planning  to  final  construction.  Yet  your 
audit  showed  that  many  of  the  most  basic  justification  documents, 
that  is  cost  studies,  lease-  versus-buy  analyses,  market  surveys, 
were  either  not  conducted  at  all  or  were  done  too  late  to  stop  the 
project  from  being  included  in  the  President's  budget. 

What  improvements  are  needed  to  ensure  that  the  critical  docu- 
mentation is  completed  while  at  the  same  time  shortening  the 
overall  planning  process? 

[The  information  follows:] 

First,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  Coast  Guard  is  concerned  with  the  long  lead 
time  required  to  bring  shore  facilities  projects  to  fruition.  In  December  1990  the 
Coast  Guard  issued  revised  documentation  requirements  for  shore  facilities  Acquisi- 
tion Construction  and  Improvement  projects.  These  requirements  are  intended  to 
streamline  the  review  and  approval  process  for  new  projects.  The  new  procedures 
are  expected  to  be  fully  implemented  for  projects  to  be  funded  in  FY  1995.  Basically, 
the  procedures  will  consolidate  planning  documents  and  reduce  repetition. 

Another  possible  way  to  reduce  the  long  lead  time  for  projects  is  to  establish  si- 
multaneous reviews  of  project  documents.  For  example,  site  evaluation  reviews  in- 
cluding compliance  with  environmental  rules  should  be  commenced  at  the  earliest 
possible  time  to  prevent  bottlenecks  in  the  planning  cycle.  Also,  the  Coast  Guard 
should  more  closelyd  control  the  turnaround  time  for  project  reviews. 

In  our  opinion,  the  key  to  ensuring  high  quality,  cost  effective  Coast  Guard  shore 
facilities  projects  is  accountability  at  each  step  of  the  review  and  approval  process. 
The  tendency  of  project  reviewers  is  to  accept  the  assumptions  set  forth  in  the  ini- 
tial planning  proposals  and  merely  support  the  assumptions  without  critical  analy- 
sis. As  a  result,  project  documents  are  incomplete,  cost  analyses  become  slanted  in 
favor  of  proposed  projects,  negatives  are  glossed  over,  and  documents  are  rubber 
stamped.  To  remedy  this  situation,  the  Coast  Guard  must  emphasize  that  each 
project  review  and  approval  level  is  individually  accountable  for  the  results  of  its 
work.  This  action  would  help  ensure  complete  and  accurate  documentation  of  pro- 
posed projects. 

CG  PURCHASE  OR  LEASE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  You  opposed  a  legislative  proposal  of  the  Coast  Guard 
which  would  give  them  authority  to  purchase  or  lease  condomini- 
um housing  units.  Why? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  OIG  opposed  the  legislative  proposal  because  with  condominiums  and  associ- 
ated fees  there  are  often  unforeseen  future  expenses,  and  seemingly  perpetually  in- 
creasing condo,  management  and  other  such  associated  fees.  In  addition,  stated  in- 
ternal control  procedures  were  not  fully  addressed  in  the  USCG  proposal.  To  further 
protect  the  government's  interest,  we  recommended  Government  real  estate  attor- 
neys review  all  (i)  condominium  agreements  and  related  documents,  and  (ii)  long- 
term  leases. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  this  proposal  today? 
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[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  decided  to  support  the  USCG  proposal  noting  it  would  provide  a 
solution  to  the  housing  needs  of  its  personnel  in  certain,  very  limited  circumstances. 
The  Department  concluded  USCG  internal  control  systems  and  existing  property 
management  regulations  would  address  OIG  concerns.  SECTION  402  of  legislation 
D.  103-003,  "To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  Coast  Guard  for  fiscal  year  1994, 
and  for  other  purposes"  would  authorize  the  Coast  Guard  to  obligate  funds  in  ad- 
vance of  appropriations  to  facilitate  the  purchase  and  long-term  leeise  of  family 
housing  units.  Specifically,  "SECTION  402.  COAST  GUARD  FAMILY  HOUSING" 
states  Chapter  17  of  title  14,  USC  is  amended  by  adding  a  new  section:  "SECTION 
670.  PROCUREMENT  AUTHORITY  FOR  FAMILY  HOUSING."  This  new  section, 
if  approved,  would  authorize  the  Coast  Guard  "to  acquire  real  property  or  interests 
therein  by  purchase,  lease  for  a  term  not  to  exceed  five  years,  or  otherwise,  for  use 
as  Coast  Guard  family  housing  units,  including  the  acquisition  of  condominium 
units,  which  may  include  the  obligation  to  pay  maintenance  repair,  and  other  con- 
dominium related  fees.  .  ." 

FAA  PURCHASE  OR  LEASE  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  FAA  have  such  authority? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Act  gives  FAA  the  authority,  within  the  limits  of  available 
appropriations,  to  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease  for  term  not  to  exceed 
20  years,  or  otherwise  real  property  or  interests  therein.  We  can  find  nothing  in  the 
Act  that  specifically  authorizes  FAA  to  purchase  or  lease  condominium  units  which 
may  include  the  obligation  to  pay  maintenance,  repair,  or  related  fees.  It  is  difficult 
for  any  Government  entity  to  purchase  condominium  units  and  create  a  long  term 
requirement  to  pay  fees.  This  type  of  transaction  could  create  an  obligation  in  ad- 
vance of  an  appropriation  which  would  be  contrary  to  the  Anti-Deficiency  Act. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  have  been  most  patient  and  kind  with  your  time. 
We  appreciate  your  being  here  and  we  appreciate  the  work  that 
you  do.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the  future. 

With  that,  this  hearing  will  be  adjourned. 


Wednesday,  March  31,  1993. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

WITNESS 
A.  MARY  SCHIAVO,  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  the  Inspector  General  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  Mary  Schiavo. 

It  is  nice  to  see  you  again.  I  hope  you  are  feeling  better  than  you 
were  the  last  time  you  were  here.  I  certainly  am. 

Ms.  Schiavo.  I  am,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  As  was  noted,  we  had  a  hearing  earlier  that  constitut- 
ed the  IG's  report  to  Congress.  The  purpose  of  today's  hearing  is  to 
receive  testimony  on  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request. 

The  request  is  for  $40.7  million.  This  is  a  7.1  percent  increase 
over  fiscal  year  1993.  The  increase  is  largely  to  pay  additional  costs 
to  implement  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act  and  personnel  com- 
pensation and  benefits. 

Under  the  President's  budget,  positions  would  be  reduced  from 
497  to  489. 

The  witness  this  morning,  of  course,  is  the  Inspector  General.  We 
welcome  you  again  to  the  committee.  We  have  a  number  of  ques- 
tions, but  before  that,  perhaps  you  have  an  opening  statement  you 
would  like  i^o  make. 

Statement  of  Mary  Schiavo 

Ms.  Schiavo.  Thank  you. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  come  back  here  today  to  dis- 
cuss our  budget  and  the  management  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General. 

I  did  submit  a  written  opening  statement  and  in  the  interest  of 
time,  I  will  not  go  over  that  statement.  But,  I  do  have  just  a  few 
comments  because  I  would  like  to  highlight  and  summarize  some 
key  areas  of  the  OIG  budget  and  review  the  changes  that  have  oc- 
curred this  year  and  the  differences  from  last  year.  The  changes  in 
the  budget  are  few,  but  I  can  point  them  out  and  maybe  save  some 
time  by  covering  just  the  highlights  rather  than  by  going  over  the 
whole  budget. 

I  also  wanted  to  say  that  I  appreciated  the  format  this  year  of 
breaking  my  testimony  into  two  distinct  sessions.  I  think  this 
format  works  very  well  for  the  OIG — especially  since  I  was  ill  at 
the  last  hearing.  But  it  is  also  encouraging  for  us  to  have  the  inter- 
change with  and  the  interest  of  the  committee,  particularly  on  the 
number  of  issues  you  raised  at  the  hearing.  We  will  address  those 
issues  over  the  coming  weeks  and  months  ahead.  We  went  back 
over  the  transcript  and  pulled  all  those  action  items  out,  and  have 
listed  them  for  conveniences.  There  are  about  18  and  I  will  submit 
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them  to  you  separately  rather  than  cover  them  here  in  testimony 
today.  We  are  addressing  each  and  every  one  of  those  issues  and 
will  get  the  answers  to  you. 

We  really  do  enjoy  a  more  active  give-and-take  with  this  commit- 
tee. I  appreciate  the  input  because  without  it,  we  do  not  have  all 
the  necessary  guidance  that  we  need  from  Congress.  After  all,  we 
report  to  Congress  under  the  IG  Act. 

Mr.  Carr.  Good. 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Also,  I  will  not  take  time  to  go  over  the  achieve- 
ments of  the  past  year.  I  will  let  the  audit  reports  and  the  Semian- 
nual Reports  speak  for  themselves. 

SUSPECTED  UNAPPROVED  PARTS 

I  will  mention  a  few  achievements  in  our  #1  nationwide  attack 
on  proactive  suspected  unapproved  parts.  The  office  was  awarded  a 
1992  Laurel  Award  from  Aviation  Week  and  Space  Technology 
Magazine. 

One  of  our  employees,  Harry  Schaefer,  who  worked  very  hard  to 
help  us  develop  the  Suspected  Unapproved  Parts  Fraud  Awareness 
training  program  that  we  took  to  75  airlines  and  operators  was  the 
winner  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Eisenhower  Award. 
The  award  recognizes  the  most  outstanding  line  employee  or  first 
line  supervisor  in  the  entire  Department  of  Transportation.  I 
should  add  that  the  award  is  selected  by  a  team  of  DOT  employees 
and  that  selection  team  did  not  include  OIG  employees.  So  that 
was  quite  an  unbiased  selection. 

At  this  point,  I  need  to  tell  you  what  we  need  in  our  budget  so 
that  you  can  decide  if  we  are  going  to  get  it.  However,  I  want  to 
give  you  enough  information  about  the  changes  from  last  year,  and 
I  think  we  can  skip  through  the  part  of  the  lengthy  budget  submis- 
sion that  is  largely  unchanged  from  last  year.  Again,  the  entire 
budget  has  all  been  submitted  in  advance,  so  I  will  not  go  through 
it,  but  it  contains  all  the  details. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Our  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  is  $40,706  million.  That  represents 
an  increase  of  2,703  million  or  7%.  I  understand  that  we  are  among  the 
fortunate  few  who  are  seeing  some  increases  for  personnel  compen- 
sation and  benefits  areas.  But  as  you  correctly  stated,  $2.6  million 
of  the  increase  is  for  CFO.  The  money  is  earmarked  for  contracting 
of  audit  services.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  of  course,  we  were  limited  by 
Congress  to  $1  million  of  our  resources  expended  in  addressing 
CFO.  We  are  complying  with  that  $1  million  limit.  We  are  perform- 
ing in  house  what  audits  we  can  with  that  $1  million.  To  date  we 
have  spent  $319,938,  so  that  means  we  still  have  $680,000  left  to 
devote  to  the  effort.  So  we  are  on  track.  We  will  not  go  over  our  $1 
million  limit. 

But  I  have  to  say  that  in  meeting  the  $1  million  limit  we  were 
unable  to  perform  any  of  the  auditing  work  on  a  number  of  funds 
in  the  Department.  As  I  had  advised  the  committee  before,  we  did 
report  our  inability  to  perform  all  the  audits  required  under  CFO 
as  a  material  weakness  in  the  FMFIA  report.  But  we  are  comply- 
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ing  with  those  limits  and  will  continue  to  do  all  that  we  can  with 
that  $1  million  for  this  year. 

For  next  year,  the  $2.6  million  will  enable  us  to  contract  out  for 
some  of  the  major  funds  and  audits.  I  will  explain  in  more  detail  in 
a  few  minutes  as  to  why  we  think  that  is  the  best  way  to  go. 

The  second  increase  is  $834,000  for  increases  in  personnel  com- 
pensation benefits,  $780,000  of  which  is  nondiscretionary,  $54,000  of 
which  is  for  AUO,  administratively  uncontrollable  overtime  for  in- 
vestigations. 

Then  the  only  other  increase  is  $41,000,  which  is  the  annualiza- 
tion  for  fiscal  year  1994  of  our  mid-range  computer.  That  computer 
system  is  part  of  our  computer  plan  for  computer  upgrades.  We 
started  this  computer  upgrade  lease-to-purchase  program  in  1988 
and  it  has  been  included  in  the  budget  every  year  since  then  as  we 
get  the  computer  upgrade  completed. 

We  do  have  an  offset  in  reductions.  We  took  reductions  in  those 
categories  consistent  with  the  President's  cuts.  We  took  our  3  per- 
cent reduction  in  administrative  costs  in  all  those  administrative 
categories  as  requested  by  the  President.  That  wsis,  by  the  way,  ad- 
justed for  inflation,  per  the  President's  instruction. 

Similar  reductions  apply  on  the  staffing.  We  have  taken  our  per- 
sonnel cuts  consistent  with  the  President's  Executive  Order  of  Feb- 
ruary 10,  1993.  For  us  that  translates  into  5  FTE  cuts  in  fiscal  year 
1993,  8  FTE  cuts  in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  7  FTE  cuts  in  1995.  We 
have  made  the  cuts  and  will  continue  to  make  the  cuts  as  required. 
We  accepted  our  share  of  cuts  without  appeal.  We  made  our  deci- 
sion to  bite  the  bullet.  We  are  not  complaining  about  the  cuts  and 
are  complying. 

The  only  major  increase,  as  I  said,  is  for  CFO  and  for  contract- 
ing. 

We  had  a  couple  of  issues  which  came  up  in  last  year's  House 
report  language  concerning  audit  reports,  procurement  reviews, 
and  audit  report  time.  I  responded  to  those  issues  in  writing  and 
took  issues  with  some.  I  will  not  go  through  those  issues  in  detail 
and  submitted  my  response  to  those  concerns  for  the  record.  Brief- 
ly though,  we  did  try  to  make  sure  that  we  were  responsive  on 
sending  audit  reports  to  the  committee,  doing  as  many  procure- 
ment reviews  as  the  committee  wanted  us  to  complete,  and  also 
making  sure  that  our  audit  reports  were  completed  timely  and 
done  as  expediently  as  possible.  I  think  we  have  addressed  those 
concerns. 

CHIEF  FINANCIAL  OFFICER'S  ACT  BUDGET 

Now  back  to  CFO,  since  that  is  our  biggest  increase,  I  do  want  to 
mention  what  we  did  with  the  $1  million.  The  funds  that  we  are 
going  to  audit  pursuant  to  the  CFO  requirements  include  the  High- 
way Trust  Fund,  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Maritime  Ad- 
ministration Federal  Ship  Financing  Fund.  We  are  concentrating 
on  those  areas.  Our  employees  have  started  on  these  audits. 

Of  course,  the  first  round  under  CFO  is  the  preparation  of  the 
audit  statements,  which  are  due  today,  March  31.  Then  the  OIG 
has  until  June  to  complete  those.  So  obviously  we  started  laying 
the  groundwork  and  getting  ready  to  complete  the  audit  tasks 
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before  now,  but  those  are  the  funds  on  which  we  are  doing  CFO 
audits. 

There  are  46  funds  in  the  Department  that  could  fall  under  the 
CFO  Act.  Because  of  the  limitation,  we  are  not  auditing  those 
funds,  but  we  did  try  to  pick  for  audit  the  funds  with  the  greatest 
assets,  the  greatest  potential  risk,  and  the  greatest  impact.  So  we 
picked  the  big  funds  to  do  with  the  $1  million  rather  than  the  little 
ones. 

I  do  have  a  list  of  the  funds  that  we  will  not  be  covering  with 
CFO  audits  this  year.  Some  are  small  and  some  are  larger  than 
others.  I  will  submit  that  list  for  the  record. 

I  should  mention  at  this  point  that  our  budget  needs  and  our  de- 
cisions on  how  we  are  going  to  use  CFO  was  based  to  a  large  extent 
on  what  may  happen  in  the  future. 

CFO  ACT  REVIEW  BY  OMB 

As  you  know,  OMB  is  going  to  review  the  CFO  Act  after  this 
audit  cycle,  in  June  of  1993.  After  OMB  reviews  the  outcome  of 
this  first  go-around  on  the  audited  financial  statements,  OMB  will 
be  giving  further  guidance  and  direction  for  CFO.  So  we  are  going 
to  plan  at  this  point  to  use  the  CFO  money  of  $2.6  million  in  fiscal 
year  1994  to  contract  out  for  the  audits  of  the  biggest  funds.  We 
would  contract  out  for  the  FAA  accounts,  the  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration Trust  Fund,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  Working  Cap- 
ital Fund,  and  while  it  is  not  one  of  the  bigger  ones,  the  Saint  Law- 
rence Seaway  Development  Corporation,  which  is  audited  every 
year  anyway. 

The  reason  for  this  decision  again,  is  in  part  because  of  the  fact 
that  the  CFO  Act  is  going  to  be  reviewed.  Significant  changes  may 
be  made,  or  maybe  no  changes  will  be  made,  or  maybe  the  CFO  Act 
will  cease  to  exist,  but  that  is  not  a  call  that  I  am  going  to  be  able 
to  make  at  least  not  for  the  94  audit  cycle.  That  is  a  call  that  OMB 
is  going  to  make  based  on  what  they  find  after  they  review  the  ini- 
tial experience  under  the  CFO  Act. 

Contracting  out  for  these  funds  would  give  us  the  maximum 
flexibility  so  that  we  do  not  use  the  $2.6  million  in  fiscal  year  1994 
to  hire  additional  staff,  to  bring  people  on  board,  to  have  the  start- 
up training  time,  only  perhaps  to  find  out  that  the  CFO  Act  will  be 
changed  completely — maybe  scaled  back,  maybe  the  form  will  be 
different,  maybe  repealled  maybe  it  will  not  require  all  funds,  or 
whatever.  But  the  CFO  Act  could  look  very  different  by  1994  or 
1995. 

So  that  was  our  best  estimation  as  to  how  we  could  use  the  funds 
most  effectively,  get  the  job  done  as  best  we  can,  and  also  leave 
ourselves  maximum  flexibility  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  beyond. 

BENEFITS  OF  CFO  ACT 

I  wish  that  I  could  provide  more  information  about  the  future 
benefits  of  the  CFO  Act.  I  know  the  committee  has  been  very  con- 
cerned about  the  return  on  your  investment.  I  think  I  have  been 
pretty  consistent  in  stating  that  I  cannot  tell  the  committee  the 
full  benefits  of  CFO  Act  implementation.  We  have  a  little  bit  of  in- 
formation at  this  point  because  we  have  already  begun  doing  the 
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work.  We  have  some  indication  that  there  are  going  to  be  some  sig- 
nificant adjustments  to  the  financial  statements. 

But,  we  do  not  know  how  many  adjustments  and  we  do  not  know 
how  significant  the  adjustments  are  going  to  be.  So,  I  still  cannot 
give  a  long  litany  of  benefits  that  are  to  be  realized,  but  I  will  say 
at  this  point  we  think  that  certainly  the  CFO  audits  will  have  some 
impact  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  Department.  But  we  are 
just  getting  into  the  CFO  Audits  it  very  preliminarily  at  this  point. 

DEFENSE  CONTRACT  AUDIT  AGENCY  BACKLOG 

Another  area  of  concern  the  committee  had  last  year  was  on  our 
budgeting  for  DCAA  auditing  requirements.  Of  course,  the  Defense 
Contract  Audit  Agency  provides  a  number  of  audit  services  by  con- 
tract to  the  Department.  In  the  past,  we  had  a  significant  backlog 
with  DCAA,  and  the  committee  has  been  concerned  about  that 
backlog.  We  were  too.  We  have  been  working  on  it  to  reduce  the 
backlog.  The  backlog  has  been  significantly.  From  a  high  of  833  at 
the  end  of  September,  and  it  is  now  down  to  470. 

So  there  has  been  a  big  improvement  made  on  that  backlog.  We 
came  up  with  the  budget  estimate  for  this  year  which  actually 
shows  a  decrease  in  DCAA  work,  because  we  took  DCAA's  own  fig- 
ures and  computed  what  we  would  need  to  get  rid  of  the  backlog. 
We  also  had  gotten  an  additional  $240,000  last  year  from  this  com- 
mittee, to  reduce  the  backlog. 

So  our  budget  reflects  the  best  estimates  that  we  have  both  from 
DCAA  and  from  looking  at  our  own  budget  as  to  how  to  get  the 
backlog  down  and  get  those  audits  done.  It  is  not  that  we  want  to 
decrease  the  budget  amount  to  do  fewer  of  the  audits.  That  is  not 
the  intent  at  all.  We  want  to  get  the  backlog  down,  and  that  is  the 
estimate  they  provided  as  to  what  it  will  take. 

Also  in  the  past  we  have  had  a  problem  on  the  inflation  rate 
that  DCAA  has  been  charging.  That  has  been  resolved. 

OFFICE  OF  INSPECTIONS  AND  EVALUATIONS 

To  change  gears  from  the  numbers  to  some  of  the  other  program 
changes  this  year  within  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  I 
want  to  mention  the  Office  of  Inspections  and  Evaluations.  We 
have  discussed  the  establishment  of  this  office  with  the  committee 
before  and  the  committee  has  been  very  supportive  of  the  forma- 
tion of  this  new  unit. 

The  thumbnail  description  of  the  I&E  Office  is  that  it  provides 
inspections  and  evaluation  work  for  issues  on  which  an  audit  is  a 
necessary  and  a  criminal  investigation  is  inappropriate.  But  we  do 
have  a  report  prepared  for  the  committee — it  is  ready  now  and  I 
think  it  is  due  tomorrow — on  exactly  what  inspections  and  evalua- 
tions has  been  doing  up  to  this  point.  They  do  have  a  wide  range  of 
assignments —  everjrthing  from  secretarial,  congressional,  hot  line, 
operating  administration  requests  for  projects,  and  projects  that 
need  a  quick  turnaround. 

RESPONSIBILITIES  OF  OIG  OFFICES 

I  know  at  times  the  committee  has  been  concerned  about  the 
intersection  I&E  with  the  audit  work.  I  have  to  say  that  coordina- 
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tion  of  appropriate  "turf  has  not  proven  to  be  a  problem,  again, 
because  we  have  been  very  careful  to  make  sure  that  we  manage 
issues  in  such  a  way  so  turf  skirmishes  do  not  become  a  problem. 

There  are  any  number  of  offices  within  my  office  which  can  com- 
pete with  each  other  and  can  get  into  each  other's  issues,  work, 
and  cases,  because  everybody  has  investigations,  audits  and  inspec- 
tions that  are  very  interesting.  But  we  have  worked  to  make  clear 
the  lines  of  responsibility,  assign  projects  appropriate  to  the  offices, 
and  the  work  carefully  delineate  the  work  and  describe  the  work 
functions,  so  that  we  do  not  end  up  with  blurred  missions. 

As  I  said,  so  far  turf  discrepancy  has  not  been  a  problem.  The 
various  offices  have  been  working  together  extremely  well.  The 
new  office  of  Inspections  and  Evaluation  has  proven  to  be  quite  an 
improvement  for  our  office,  especially  since  recently  Vice  President 
Gore  called  on  the  IGs  to  emphasize  program  performance  and 
management  inspection  and  evaluation.  He  also  called  on  the  IGrs 
to  help  in  the  Reinventing  Government  initiatives,  especially  in  the 
areas  of  management  and  program  performance. 

We  are  one  of  the  few  IG  offices  that  does  have  a  Inspection  and 
Evaluation  Office  in  place.  I  am  glad  that  I  did  put  it  in  place  last 
year.  It  is  producing  results  and  we  look  for  even  greater  results  in 
the  future. 

There  are  no  changes  in  the  budget  this  year  specifically  applica- 
ble to  this  unit.  I  just  wanted  to  advise  you  that  we  set  up  Inspec- 
tions and  Evaluations  just  the  way  we  said  we  were  going  to  do  it, 
and  the  office  already  completed  a  number  of  projects.  As  I  men- 
tioned before  I  will  submit  for  the  record  the  report  on  the  I&E 
work. 

OFFICE  OF  INVESTIGATIONS 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  report  further  on  that  the  dangers  in  the 
Investigations  office. 

Last  year  at  this  time  I  was  in  the  throes  of  a  reorganization  and 
reevaluation — pretty  much  a  complete  overhaul — of  the  investiga- 
tion shop.  At  my  request,  the  FBI  completed  the  review  I  requested 
of  the  OIG  investigations  program.  The  FBI  review  was  completed 
last  summer.  We  immediately  commenced  implementation  of  all 
the  recommendations.  The  review  and  recommendations  covered 
all  areas  of  the  investigations  operation. 

We  restructured  the  headquarters  to  be  more  productive  and 
more  responsive.  One  of  the  nice  fallouts  of  that  restructuring  was 
that  we  were  able  to  get  a  few  more  special  agents  to  the  field — not 
a  lot — but  we  did  try  to  get  at  least  a  few  more  investigators  out  on 
the  cases.  We  have  a  new  director  of  special  investigations  so  that 
we  can  develop  other  nationwide  proactive  initiatives  on  cutting 
issues  like  the  bogus  parts  initiative  that  we  developed  and  imple- 
mented last  year.  The  Special  Investigations  Director  is  proceeding 
to  develop  other  proactive  initiatives. 

We  have  new  procedures.  We  are  updating  the  policy  and  proce- 
dures manual,  something  that  has  not  been  done  for  years.  We 
have  a  new  investigator  handbook,  which  we  have  never  had 
before.  We  are  developing  and  putting  into  place  the  victim  and 
witness  protection  guidelines  required  by  Federal  law.  We  really 
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are  just  nearing  completion  of  all  those  changes.  They  should  be 
implemented  within  a  few  months. 

I  am  glad  that  we  can  report  the  investigations  overhaul  was 
successful  and  is  just  about  completed.  At  this  point,  we  are  the 
only  IG's  office  that  has  had  not  only  a  peer  review  of  investiga- 
tions, but  a  peer  review  by  the  FBI.  We  are  ahead  of  the  curve  on 
an  investigations  peer  review  because  the  other  IGs  are  just  now 
talking  about  investigations  and  peer  reviews  and  how  to  do  it. 
Some  IG  are  even  resisting  such  a  review  and  can  plow  ahead.  We 
have  that  hurdle  out  of  the  way. 

HOT  LINE  PRIORITIES 

A  new  development  about  which  the  committee  will  want  to 
know  is  that  we  have  established  hot  line  priorities.  We  put  prior- 
ities into  place,  rather  fortuitously,  before  the  recent  increased  in- 
terest in  the  hot  line  after  the  President  announced  our  hotline 
number.  We  were  getting  about  400  hot  line  calls  a  year  and  we 
got  almost  800  in  a  few  weeks  after  the  President's  call.  We  now 
have  established  four  hot  line  priority  categories.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  follow  those  priorities  because  we  have  a  lot  of  hot  line 
calls  to  address  and  a  lot  of  work.  We  are  going  to  try  to  use  our 
resources  as  carefully  as  we  can  to  get  the  most  effect  for  every 
dollar.  The  hotline  is  only  a  very  small  part  of  our  work. 

I  will  take  time  to  go  over  the  different  categories  of  priorities 
because  I  know  the  noon  hour  is  approaching.  I  would  be  happy  to 
provide  those  to  you  separately  for  your  review. 

SEXUAL  HARASSMENT 

Finally,  because  it  has  been  such  a  big  concern  in  Government 
and  because  I  mentioned  it  in  a  couple  of  semi-annual  reports,  and 
want  to  bring  to  your  attention  our  work  in  the  investigation  of 
sexual  harassment  cases. 

Our  Department  is  not  unique  in  that  the  Department  was  not 
spared  sexual  harassment  allegations.  We  received  such  allegations 
concerning  DOT  workplaces,  as  did  other  departments  over  the 
past  year.  Initially,  up  until  about  a  year  ago  we  tried  to  refer 
them  to  the  EEO  process.  I  have  to  say  that  my  position  on  blanket 
referral  changed  completely  because  referral  was  not  really 
promptly  resolving  some  very  serious  issues.  So  in  the  past  year, 
the  OIG  completed  some  sexual  harassment  investigations  largely 
because  we  found  that  a  lot  of  the  complaining  witnesses  did  not 
want  to  be  plaintiffs  in  lawsuits  and  they  did  not  want  to  file  EEO 
complaints.  What  employees  wanted  was  for  the  egregious  behavior 
to  stop. 

We  also  had  instances  where  the  alleged  offending  behavior 
amounted  to  more  than  words  and  became  actual  unconsented 
physical  touching,  in  which  case  the  alleged  perpetrator  has  illegal- 
ly committed  a  potential  criminal  act — an  assault  or  a  battery.  Bat- 
tery is  nothing  more  than  unconsented  touching.  Yes,  physically 
grabbing  someone  can  be  an  assault.  I  did  investigate  one  case 
concerning  unconsented  touching  as  a  battery,  assault  or  crime. 
The  case  was  not  accepted  for  prosecution,  because  of  a  dip- 
lomatic technicality  but  it  certainly  made  it  clear  that  this  IG's 
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office  is  intent  on  wdping  out  sexual  harassment  and  takes  such 
violations  very  seriously. 

That  is  how  at  least  in  the  DOT  we  deal  with  sexual  harassment. 
I  know  that  many  IG's  have  had  to  struggle  with  such  allegations 
this  year.  Many  of  them  decided  not  to  address  the  issue,  but 
refer  allegations  to  other  department  mechanisms.  I  decided  that 
we  simply  had  to  act  because  of  the  egregious  nature  of  certain  sit- 
uations. 

So  that  was  different  from  what  we  had  reported  in  the  past.  We 
think  we  achieved  a  good  outcome  as  a  result  of  our  work. 

I  have  a  number  of  other  concerns  and  things  that  will  be 
coming  up  in  the  next  year,  but  I  know  that  you  have  a  lot  of  ques- 
tions, Mr.  Chairman,  so  I  will  hold  my  comments  on  the  rest  of 
these  issues  and  let  you  get  your  questions  in. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Schiavo;  the  list  of  non-CFO 
audit  funds;  and  report  on  office  of  Inspections  and  Evaluations 
follow:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  A.   MARY  SCHIAVO 

INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

TRANSPORTATION 

MARCH  31,   1993 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  meet 
with  you  today  to  discuss  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG),  Department 
of  Transportation's  (DOT)  budget  request  for  the  1994  Fiscid  Year  (FY) 
which  begins  on  October  1.  On  that  date,  15  years  will  have  passed  since 
the  House  and  Senate  unanimously  authorized  the  establishment  of  Office  of 
Inspectors  General  in  12  executive  departments  and  agencies,  including  the 
Department  of  Transportation.  During  this  period,  the  DOT  OIG  funded  by 
approximately  $431  million  has  issued  more  than  26,000  audit  reports 
identifying  potential  savings  to  the  American  taxpayer  of  almost  $11  billion 
and  has  secured  nearly  1,400  criminal  indictments  and  over  1,050  criminal 
convictions . 
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While  the  harmony  and  partnership  between  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  that  was  forged  upon  that  day  15  years  ago  continues,  the  need  to 
ferret  out  the  fraud,  waste,  and  mismanagement  that  erodes  the  public's  trust 
and  confidence  in  Government  is  perhaps  more  compelling  today  than  it  was 
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then.  While  the  results  we  have  achieved  in  the  past  demonstrate  the 
effectiveness  of  the  OIG,  they  also  show  that  there  is  much  yet  to  be  done. 
The  OIG  and  Secretary  Peiia  are  committed  to  continuing  our  vigorous 
campaign  of  advocating  excellence  and  integrity  in  Government  and  we  look 
forward  to  the  support  and  assistance  of  the  Subcommittee  in  this  effort. 
Towards  this  end,  the  OIG  stands  ready  to  provide  oversight  to  DOT 
Operating  Administrations  to  ensure  the  substantial  investment  in  the 
country's  infrastructure  that  Congress  has  mandated  through  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA),  and  any  additional  funds 
envisioned  by  President  Clinton's  Economic  Stimulus  Plan,  are  spent 
prudently,  effectively,  and  in  compliance  with  the  rules  and  regulations 
designed  to  safeguard  the  taxpayer's  funds. 

The  FY  1993  Subcommittee  Report  rtdsed  some  concerns  regarding  the 
operations  of  the  OIG,  and  I  assure  you  that  I  took  those  concerns  quite 
seriously.  As  you  may  recall,  I  responded  to  the  issues  raised  in  a  detailed 
letter  to  then  Chairman  Lehman  on  September  22,  1992.  The  Subcommittee's 
concerns  are  addressed  seriatim :  1)  The  Subcommittee  expressed  concern 
over  the  timely  receipt  of  audit  reports,  whereupon  I  started  forwarding  the 
reports  to  the  Subcommittee  immediately  upon  their  issue.  At  the  request  of 
the  Subcommittee  staff,  we  have  now  returned  to  our  practice  of  submitting 
our   audit    reports    on    a    biweekly    basis;  2)    The    Subcommittee    expressed 

concern  that  resources  devoted  to  procurement  reviews  were  insufficient, 
given  the  problems  that  had  historically  been  found  in  this  area.  As  the 
Subcommittee  recommended,  this  year's  audit  plan  calls  for  not  less  than  130 
audit  staff  years  to  be  devoted  to  this  area;  3)  The  Subcommittee  was 
concerned  that  we  were  not  devoting  enough  resources  to  bid  rigging 
investigations.  Bid  rigging  investigations  remain  a  high  priority  for  the  OIG. 
During  FY  1992,  bid  rigging  cases  accounted  for  10  percent  of  our 
indictments  and  we  plan  to  expend  comparable  resources  during  the  current 
year  in  combating  this  longstanding  problem.  We  wish  we  could  devote  more 
resources,  but  our  efforts  are  limited  by  the  need  to  prioritize  the 
deployment  of  available  investigative  resources,  4)  The  Subcommittee  was 
also  concerned  that  investigations  targeting  disadvantaged  business  enterprise 
(DBE)  fraud  were  being  downplayed.  The  OIG  vigorously  investigates  DEE 
fraud  where  practicable.  However,  the  states  and  other  Federal  agencies 
have  pre-eminent  responsibility  for  these  cases.  With  our  small  investigative 
staff,  we  cannot  supplant  the  void  of  inactivity  of  other  responsible  entities. 
Nonetheless,  the  OIG  currently  has  14  DBE  cases  under  investigation;  5) 
The  Subcommittee  remarked  that  it  felt  the  four  new  positions  in  my  immediate 
office  were  not  all  necessary  and,  consequently,  reduced  its  authorization  by 
$85,000  and  one  position.  I  completely  agreed.  The  current  request  includes 
funding  for  my  position,  that  of  my  Deputy  and  appropriate  clerical  support 
for  a  total  of  four  positions;  6)  The  Subcommittee  was  concerned  with  the 
length    of    time    it    takes    to    complete    an    audit .        We    have    exceeded    the 
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Subcommittee's  recommended  goal  of  completing  audits  within  10  months,  with 
an  average  audit  completion  time  of  9.6  months  for  the  past  year.  We  hope  to 
continue  to  meet  the  Subcommittee's  goal  for  FY  1994  as  well;  7)  Finsdly,  the 
Subcommittee  was  concerned  about  the  amount  of  funds  expended  upon  staff 
training.  We  are  reviewing  our  training  practices  and,  through  careful 
management  oversight,  are  reducing  our  training  expenditures  by  over  10 
percent  this  year.  We  have  achieved  this  reduction  without  compromising  the 
training  needs  of  our  staff.  We  expect  to  continue  these  economies  in  the 
future . 

FY  1994  BUDGET  REQUEST 

The  FY  1994  budget  request  for  the  OIG  is  $40,706  million  which  is  a  net 
increase  of  $2,703  million  over  our  FY  1993  level.  At  this  level,  the  OIG  will 
fully  fund  489  positions  and  489  FTEs.  Requested  staffing  levels  for  FY  1994 
represent  decreases  to  the  FY  1993  levels  of  eight  positions  and  eight  FTEs, 
including  a  FY  1993  reduction  of  five  positions  and  five  FTE  from  the  enacted 
level  in  accord  with  President  Clinton's  Executive  Order  of  February  10, 
1993.  We  plan  to  achieve  this  personnel  reduction  through  attrition. 
Included  in  the  requested  level  of  funding  is  an  additional  $834,000  for  non- 
discretionary  increases  in  personnel  compensation  and  benefits  and  an 
additional  $2.6  million  to  conduct  audits  required  by  the  Chief  Financial 
Officer's  Act  (CFO).  A  more  detailed  account  of  our  request  is  contained  in 
our  submission  to  the  Subcommittee. 


OVERALL  ACCOMPUSHMENTS 


AUDITS 


In  FY  1992,  the  OIG  issued  1,956  audit  reports  and  made  recommendations  to 
improve  the  economy,  efficiency,  and  effectiveness  of  DOT  operations  with  a 
potential  impact  of  $1 .  269  billion  through  the  identification  of  potential 
savings,  costs  avoided,  better  utilization  of  funds  or  the  detection  of  fraud 
and  abuse;  and  questioned  the  eligibility  of  an  additional  $111  million  of 
costs.  Resolution  of  audit  reports  resulted  in  commitments  to  seek  recovery 
and/or  more  effectively  use  resources  in  the  amount  of  $527  million. 

This  year  the  OIG  audit  staff  embarked  on  many  new  challenging  applications 
of  their  skills  to  utilize  untapped  potential,  not  only  to  assist  the  Department, 
but  to  assist  other  departments  in  addressing  new  Governmentwide  audit 
issues.  We  reorganized  the  Headquarters  audit  staff  to  implement  the  CFO 
Act,  to  balance  our  resources  with  Operating  Administrations'  responsibilities, 
and  to  increase  our  focus  on  acquisition  audits.  We  played  a  major  role  in 
assisting  DOT,  as  well  as  other  departments,  in  addressing  new 
Governmentwide  issues  regarding  financial  statement  audits.      For  example,   in 
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conjunction  with  the  President's  Council  on  Integrity  and  Efficiency,  we 
developed  guidelines  entitled  "Auditor  Assistance  to  Management"  and 
prepared  an  informative  booklet  for  Governmentwide  distribution  entitled 
"What  to  Expect  During  Financial  Statement  Audits  Performed  Under  the 
Requirements  of  the  CFO  Act." 

The  Audit  Office  also  combined  its  resources  with  the  Investigations  Office  to 
tackle  our  number-one  investigative  priority — Suspected  Unapproved  Parts 
(SUPs),  commonly  called  bogus  parts.  As  a  result,  the  audit  staff  developed 
a  better  understanding  of  the  magnitude  and  causes  of  the  bogus  parts 
problem  through  several  ongoing  audits,  among  them:  1)  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration's  (FAA)  aircraft  parts  inventory  in  Oklahoma  City,  including 
the  pricing  of  parts;  2)  helicopter  inspections;  3)  commuter  and  air  taxi 
operations;  4)  domestic  and  foreign  repair  stations;  5)  foreign  manufacturers 
of  aircraft  parts;  and  6)  the  parts  manufacturing  approval  process.  We  also 
completed  an  extensive  audit  of  the  FAA's  Aircraft  Inspection  Program. 

In  terms  of  our  audit  accomplishments  during  the  past  year,  we  reviewed  the 
Federal  Highway  Administrations  (FHWA)  implementation  of  value  engineering 
(VE)  on  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  in  Boston  and  found  that  while 
approximately  $400  million  in  savings  had  been  achieved  through  the  use  of 
value  engineering,  an  additional  $100  million  in  savings  was  possible  through 
a  more  thorough  suid  objective  review  of  some  of  the  more  controversial  VE 
proposals.  FHWA  concurred  with  our  findings  and  is  instituting  our 
recommendations . 

We  performed  an  audit  on  the  Federal  Transit  Administration's  (FTA) 
oversight  of  paratransit  services  for  handicapped  people  and  found  that  the 
targeted  individuals  have  not  received  the  level  and  quadity  of  service 
intended  by  Congress  and  at  least  12  grantees  received  $1.2  billion  of  Federal 
funds  for  which  they  were  technically  ineligible.  Further,  noncompliance  with 
Federal  regulations  and  significant  operational  deficiencies  went  undetected, 
which  resulted  in  some  contractors  earning  as  much  as  78  percent  profit, 
excessive  payments  being  made,  and  outright  fraud  being  committed  while  the 
substandard      service      was      provided      to      handicapped      individuals.  We 

recommended  that  FTA  require  grantees  to  bring  their  paratransit  prog^ms 
into  compliance  with  Federal  standards  or  risk  losing  DOT  assistance, 
strengthen  FTA  oversight  over  the  program,  and  establish  a  requirement  that 
paratransit     contracts     be     included     in     FTA     procurement     reviews.  FTA 

concurred  with  the  recommendations  and  is  taking  appropriate  actions  as  it 
implements  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act. 

We  performed  an  audit  of  the  Maritime  Administration's  (MARAD)  Title  XI  Loan 
guarantee  and  War  Risk  Insurance  Program.  As  a  result  of  this  audit,  we 
found   that   MARAD   could   save  approximately   $100,000  annually   by   canceling 
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commercial  port  risk  insurance  and  acting  £is  self-insurer  for  Title  XI 
defaulted  vessels  with  clear  titles  and  moored  in  safe  harbors.  MARAD 
agreed  with  our  recommendations  and  took  steps  to  cancel  their  commercial 
insurfince  and  recover  unused  premiums. 

In  another  audit,  we  reviewed  MARAD's  controls  over  the  use  of  the  Federal 
On-line  Xchange  (FOX),  which  is  used  by  MARAD  to  initiate  wire  transfer 
payments  and  access  on-line  services  and  information  offered  by  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  in  Richmond,  VA,  and  found  that  Xchange  users  had  not 
received  the  appropriate  training  in  computer  security  awareness  and  accepted 
computer  security  practices  as  required  by  law.  Furthermore,  MARAD  had 
not  required  other  Federal  users  to  certify  they  had  computer  security 
training  before  allowing  them  access  to  the  system.  Again,  MARAD  concurred 
with  our  findings  and  instituted  appropriate  corrective  actions. 

INVESTIGATIONS 

In  FY  1992,  activities  of  the  OIG's  Office  of  Investigations  resulted  in  110 
indictments;  90  convictions;  nearly  $3  million  in  fines,  restitutions,  cost 
avoidances  and  recoveries;  and  6  debarments  and  suspensions.  Further,  471 
complaints  to  the  OIG  Hotline  were  received  and  processed,  an  increase  of  13 
over  those  received  in  FY  1991.  In  addition,  this  month  alone  we  have 
recorded  over  700  calls  resulting  from  President  Clinton's  March  3,  appeal  to 
the  American  public  for  its  assistance  in  reducing  waste  and  inefficiencies  in 
Government . 

Suspected  Unapproved  Parts   (SUPs) 

Suspected  unapproved  parts  (SUPs),  commonly  known  as  bogus  or  counterfeit 
parts,  were  the  OIG's  highest  investigative  priority  in  FY  1992.  The  SUPs 
issue  envelops  virtually  all  types  of  aircraft  parts,  from  nuts,  bolts  and 
rivets  to  brakes  and  engine  parts.  The  primary  problems  involved  in  SUPs 
concern  FAA  licensed  repair  stations  and  unlicensed  brokers  who  are 
improperly  repairing  aviation  parts  and  components  and  misrepresenting  their 
condition  on  FAA-required  documents.  Because  of  the  tremendous  profits 
available  through  working  this  underground  market,  unscrupulous  repair 
stations  and  brokers  readily  commit  these  violations,  heedless  of  the 
potentially  catastrophic  consequences  of  their  actions.  The  FAA  has 
traditionally  regulated  repair  stations  through  its  administrative  process, 
which  at  times  has  been  ineffective.  Further,  the  FAA  has  no  authority  over 
brokers.  All  SUPs  violators,  regardless  of  whether  they  are  repair  stations 
or  brokers,  can  be  investigated  by  the  OIG  and  prosecuted  criminally. 

The  OIG  is  aggressively  pursuing  the  SUPs  issue  and  we  are  currently 
conducting  over   200   criminal   investigations.      Thus   far,    these   investigations 
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have  resulted  in  49  search  warrants  executed,  38  indictments,  29  convictions 
and  over  $21  million  in  fines  and  recoveries.  Further,  our  training  program, 
which  identifies  schemes  perpetrated  by  violators  and  steps  that  operators  can 
tJike  to  avoid  acquiring  SUPs,  has  been  given  to  over  75  carriers, 
associations,  and  government  agencies.  As  a  result  of  our  training,  the  FAA 
is  conducting  unannounced  inspections  of  vendors  and  certificated  entities. 
Air  carriers,  many  of  which  have  reduced  their  number  of  vendors  and  are 
requiring  additional  paperwork  for  certificates  of  conformance,  are  now 
testing  for  bogus  parts.  The  carriers  are  also  making  increased  referrals  to 
the  OIG  and  FAA.  In  short,  we  have  raised  the  level  of  awareness  of  this 
serious  problem  in  the  aviation  community,  not  only  in  this  country  but 
around  the  world. 

Motor  Fuel  Excise  Tax 

It  is  estimated  that  approximately  $1  billion  is  lost  annually  through  the 
evasion  of  Motor  Fuel  Excise  Taxes  (MFET).  As  you  know,  these  taxes  pay 
for  the  nation's  highway  construction  work  through  the  highway  trust  fund. 
This  form  of  tax  evasion  typically  involves  the  sale  of  taxable  diesel  fuel  as 
tax-exempt  home  heating  oil.  Funded  by  $5  million  from  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  the  OIG,  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS),  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  (FBI),  and  state  authorities  have  formed  10  task  forces  around 
the  country  to  combat  this  problem.  The  IRS  estimates  that  for  every  dollar 
spent  on  enforcement  of  MFET,  it  recovers  $39.  Most  of  the  task  forces  are 
using  undercover  storefronts  as  their  primary  investigative  tool,  and,  in 
December  1992,  one  task  force  operation  in  the  New  York  area  served 
approximately  130  Federal  search  warrants  and  seized  millions  of  dollars  worth 
of  property.  As  a  result  of  our  need  to  prioritize  resources,  however,  the 
OIG  has  been  able  to  commit  personnel  to  only  4  of  the  10  task  forces 
nationwide.  We  will,  however,  assist  other  law  enforcement  agencies  in  these 
investigations  wherever  possible  and  necessary  to  the  success  of  the 
investigation. 

Bid  Rigging 

As  a  result  of  OIG  bid  rigging  investigations  which  have  yielded  over  700 
criminal  indictments  over  the  years,  we  have  concluded  that  collusion  is 
endemic  to  the  highway  construction  industry,  particularly  in  the  bituminous 
concrete  segment,  which  comprises  the  bulk  of  the  roads  in  this  country.  In 
FY  1992,  these  types  of  cases  accounted  for  10  percent  of  our  convictions, 
and  we  will  continue  to  devote  aveiilable  resources  to  this  longstanding 
problem  area.  The  OIG  is  conducting  20  proactive  bid  rigging  investigations 
nationwide  and  is  providing  collusion  detection  training  to  Federal,  state  and 
FHWA  personnel.  In  1992,  the  OIG  trained  General  Services  Administration, 
OIG    and    personnel    of    the    California    DOT    and    Attorney    General's    Office. 
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Thus  far  in  1993,  we  trained  representatives  from  six  state  DOTs  in 
Richmond,  VA.  We  are  also  holding  preliminary  discussions  with  the  FHWA 
regarding  its  oversight  responsibility  and  the  role  of  the  OIG. 


Management   Improvements 

I  have  made  a  number  of  operating  improvements  in  the  Investigations  Office 
over  the  past  year.  I  requested  the  assistance  of  the  FBI  in  conducting  a 
comprehensive  review  of  our  investigations  program.  At  the  completion  of  the 
review,  our  Headquarters  and  regions  were  restructured  to  move  more 
employees  to  active  field  investigations,  to  make  Headquarters  more 
responsive,  and  to  make  the  entire  office  more  proactive.  We  established 
national  proactive  investigative  priorities,  such  as  SUPs,  motor  fuel  tax 
evasion,  and  bid  rigging,  and  have  embarked  on  targeting  and  training 
programs  to  bring  our  goals  to  fruition.  We  are  developing  a  national 
intelligence  base  and  working  with  our  computer  staff  to  significantly  improve 
our  capabilities.  We  examined  the  way  we  operate  the  HotUne  and  respond  to 
Hotline  information,  and  established  new  Hotline  priorities  and  procedures  to 
improve  our  efficiency  and  better  utilize  our  limited  resources.  The  OIG  is 
requiring  the  Operating  Administrations  to  be  more  prompt  and  responsive  in 
addressing  Hotline  issues  referred  to  them  for  action.  We  are  developing  new 
field  inspections  procedures  to  ensure  effective  internal  oversight.  We 
removed  from  service  outdated,  inoperable,  and  excess  firearms  and  replaced 
them  with  modern  weapons.  Protective  body  armor  has  also  been  acquired  for 
our  agents,  and  we  have  mandated  compliance  by  all  investigative  personnel 
with  our  firearms  proficiency  requirements. 

In  addition,  we  have  updated  policies  and  operational  guidance  to  ensure 
proper  safeguards  are  always  in  place  to  protect  citizens  and  agents  alike. 
The  investigations  staff  regularly  receives  necessary  legal  and  law 
enforcement  training  updates.  We  are  developing  a  comprehensive  manual 
intended  to  assist  our  agents  in  the  field,  a  first  for  this  office.  We  are  also 
updating  the  entire  multi-volume  investigative  procedures  manual.  New 
policies  were  established  as  needed,  such  as  our  policy  on  the  use  of  force. 
Finally,  a  OIG  Prosecution  Manual,  separate  from  the  SUPs  Prosecution 
Manual,  is  being  prepared  to  assist  United  States  Attorneys,  Assistant  United 
States  Attorneys,  and  state  and  local  prosecutors  in  bringing  the  OIG 
investigations  to  successful  completion. 

INSPECTIONS  AND  EVALUATIONS 

This  year,  with  the  support  of  this  Subcommittee,  I  also  established  the 
Office    of    the    Assistant    Inspector   General    for    Inspections    and    Evaluations, 
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which  is  desired  to  handle  issues  and  questions  from  the  DOT  Operating 
Administrations,  from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  and  from  the  Congress. 
Issues  addressed  by  the  Inspections  and  Evaluations  Office  are  those  for 
which  a  full-scale  audit  is  unnecessary  and  for  which  a  criminal  investigation 
would  be  inappropriate.  The  office  has  already  made  an  impact.  It  currently 
has  nearly  30  ongoing  projects  which  are  actively  being  worked,  projects  that 
in  the  past  would  have  required  the  diversion  of  audit  or  investigative 
resources.  Of  the  pending  projects,  over  one-third  are  concerned  with 
issues  raised  by  Members  of  Congress.  Most  recently,  Secretary  Peiia  has 
requested  the  office  to  review  DOT  rulemaking  procedures  and  make 
recommendations  to  expedite  the  process.  Vice  President  Gore  recently  called 
on  the  Inspectors  General  to  assist  in  the  reinventing  Government  initiative 
by  focusing  on  management  of  the  resources  of  the  Government.  By 
establishing  our  Office  of  Inspections  and  Evaluations  last  year,  the  DOT  OIG 
is  one  of  the  few  Departments  with  such  a  unit  already  in  place  and  working 
to  examine  and  evaluate  the  management  and  operation  of  DOT  programs. 

POLICY.   PLANNING.   AND  RESOURCES 

OIG  became  one  of  the  first  offices  in  DOT  to  institute  alternate  work 
schedules  for  all  employees,  except  criminal  investigators,  because  of  their 
eligibility  for  administratively  uncontrollable  overtime.  This  program  allows 
employees  to  work  nontraditional  work  weeks  and  receive  additional  days  off. 
Because  of  the  huge  work  overload  our  proactive  national  priorities  have 
placed  on  our  criminal  investigators,  and  to  ensure  that  we  attract  and  retain 
the  best  criminal  investigators,  we  have  authorized  the  full  amount  of 
supplemental  payments  allowed  by  law  for  administratively  uncontrollable 
overtime.  We  also  created  the  Office  of  Technical  Support  to  better  address 
computer  and  other  information  technology  issues. 

In  the  areas  of  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  (EEO)  and  work  force 
diversity,  we  convened  several  mandatory  training  sessions  to  ensure  that  our 
managers  and  staff  are  fully  knowledgeable  of  their  duties  and  responsibilities 
to  identify  and  eradicate  discrimination  and  sexual  harassment  in  the 
workplace.  All      managers      and      supervisors      received      a      mandatory, 

comprehensive  2-day  course  designed  to  train  them  to  recognize  and  to 
prevent      sexual     harassment     and     other     forms     of     discrimination.  All 

nonmanagerial ,  nonsupervisory  Headquarters  staff  received  similar  instruction. 
Also,  I  issued  an  OIG  EEO  policy  and  a  poUcy  for  the  prevention  of  sexual 
harassment,  and  ordered  it  posted  throughout  the  OIG  offices  nationwide. 

The  OIG  Federal  Women's  Program  had  an  extremely  active  year,  producing 
regular  seminars  and  a  capstone  2-day  "Achievement  Through  Empowerment" 
program    to   provide   career    guidance   and    counseling    to    OIG    staff   members, 
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female  or  male.  The  OIG  Federal  Women's  Program  is  open  to,  and  well 
attended  by,   both  men  and  women. 

Further,  consistent  with  my  commitment  to  the  Department's  Affirmative 
Employment  Program,  58  percent  of  our  entry-level  hires  consisted  of 
minorities  and/or  women.  As  a  result,  the  OIG  had  the  largest  percentage 
increase  of  minority  and  female  employment  of  all  DOT  Operating 
Administrations  in  FY  1992. 

FY  1994  PRIORITIES 

In  FY  1994,  we  will  focus  on  audits  required  by  law.  These  consist  of  audits 
of  the  Department's  compliance  with  requirements  perteiining  to  lobbying  and 
the  purchases  of  contract  advisory  services  required  by  Title  31;  audits  of 
the  financial  statements  pertaining  to  revolving  funds,  trust  funds,  and 
commercial  type  accounts  required  by  the  CFO  Act;  and  an  audit  of  costs 
incurred  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  in  support  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  Superfund  Program  required  by  the  Superfund  Reauthorization  Act 
of  1986.  We  will  also  emphasize  audits  of  the  Department's  procurement 
activities  and  we  will  review  the  processes  used  to  award  grants  in  the 
various  Operating  Administrations  to  ensure  that  the  projects  are  processed  in 
accord  with  established  procedures  and  adhere  to  sound  internal  control 
practices.  Additionally,  we  will  continue  to  provide  assistance  to  the 
Congress,  the  Secretary,  and  the  Operating  Administrations  in  addressing 
important  management  problems  identified  within  the  Department. 

In  the  investigative  area,  we  will  continue  to  focus  our  investigative 
resources  on  the  detection,  prevention,  and  prosecution  of  criminal  activities 
associated  with  DOT  programs.  Towards  that  end,  we  will  be  concentrating 
our  efforts  on  completing  our  investigations  of  suspected  unapproved  parts, 
continuing  our  work  on  motor  fuel  tax  evasion  task  forces,  and  increasing  our 
efforts  on  detecting  collusive  bid  rigging  practices  nationwide.  Resources  will 
be  devoted  to  the  investigation  of  mass  transit  related  grant  and  procurement 
fraud,  as  well  as  fraud  involving  the  DOT  portion  of  the  multi-million  dollar 
Federal  Workers  Compensation  Program.  We  will  also  closely  monitor  spending 
initiated  under  ISTEA  to  ensure  program  integrity.  We  are  also  developing 
new  proactive  initiatives  based  on  our  experience  with  the  SUPs  initiatives. 

The  Inspections  and  Evaluations  Office  will  devote  their  resources  to 
providing  quick  turnaround  reviews  and  analyses  of  issues  raised  as  a  result 
of  congressional  inquiries.  Hotline  complaints,  public  interest  and 
departmental  concerns.  We  are  currently  developing  priorities  and  plan  to 
focus  particular  attention  on  areas  of  secretarial,  congressional  and  0MB 
interest,  especially  those  involving  management  and  program  oversight, 
program  effectiveness  and  utility,   and  cost  benefit  analyses.      We  are  in  the 
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initial  stages  of  developing  long  range  plans  for  this  office  and  we  welcome 
the  Subcommittee's  assistance  and  suggestions  in  this  effort. 

In  the  administrative  area,  we  will  continue  to  emphasize  our  human  resource 
programs  which  have  brought  about  successful  results  in  the  past  and  we  will 
proceed  with  our  efforts  towards  achieving  a  balanced  and  diverse  work 
force.  We  will  also  continue  to  monitor  the  effectiveness  of  the  Department's 
efforts  in  using  contract  audit  reports,  and  in  resolving  outstanding  OIG 
report  recommendations,  thereby  continuing  to  improve  departmental 
management  processes. 

SUMMARY 

In  general  the  past  year  has  been  an  extremely  successful  one  for  the  OIG. 
For  every  dollar  invested  in  the  OIG,  over  $48  were  returned  to  the  DOT 
through  potential  savings  identified,  costs  avoided,  better  utilization  of 
funds,  or  the  detection  of  fraud  and  abuse.  Further,  I  believe  the 
improvements  that  we  have  made  in  the  operation  and  organization  of  the  OIG 
have  crafted  a  firm  foundation  upon  which  to  build  for  the  remainder  of  the 
decade  and  continue  the  proud  tradition  this  office  has  established  over  the 
past  15  years. 
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U.S.  Coast  Guard 

General  Gift  Fund 

Aquatic  Resources  Trust  Fund 

Boating  Safety  Account 
Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust  Fund 

Emergency  Fund 

Payments  of  Claims  Account 

Cleanup  Account 

Fines  and  Penalties  Account 

Trust  Fund  Share  of  Appropriated  Expenses 
Cadet  Fund 
Commissary  Fund 
Yard  Fund 
Supply  Fund 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Program 
Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

AMTRAK  Corridor  Improvement 

Loans  Program  Account 
AMTRAK  Corridor  Improvement 

Loans  Liqviidating  Account 
AMTRAK  Corridor  Improvement 

Direct  Loan  Financing  Account 
Regional  Rehabilitation  and 

Improvement  Financing  Fund 
Mortgage  Payments  for  Union  Station  Account 

Federal  Transit  Administration 

Direct  Loans  Account 
Lo£ui  Guarantees  Account 

Maritime  Administration 

Vessel  Operations  Revolving  Fund 
War  Risk  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 
Special  Studies  and  Projects  Account 
Gifts  and  Bequests  Fund 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Working  Capital  Fund 
Gifts  and  Bequests  Fund 
Payments  to  Air  Carriers  Account 
Minority  Business  Resource  Center 
Direct  Loan  Financing  Account 

Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration 

Volpe  National  Transportation  Systems  Center 
Working  Capital  Fund 
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INTRODUCTION 

House  Report  102-639  (H.R.  5518)  directed  the  "Inspector  General  to 
subnlit  to  the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations,  by 
April  1,  1993,  a  report  refining  the  role  and  responsibilities  of  the  I&E 
office  relative  to  the  other  existing  offices,  the  process  for  determining 
which  cases  will  be  handled  by  the  new  office,  and  the  types  of  formal 
products  required  from  the  I&E  office."  In  response,  the  following 
describes  the  Office  of  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Inspections  and 
Evaluations  (OAIGE)  role  and  responsibilities  relative  to  the  audit  and 
investigation  organizations,  the  process  for  determining  OAIGE  projects, 
and  the  types  of  formal  OAIGE  written  products. 


ROLE  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES 

New  Office 

Established  in  1992,  the  OAIGE's  mission  is  to  provide  independent  and 
objective  inspections  and  evaluations  of  the  effectiveness,  efficiency, 
and  economy  of  the  programs  and  operations  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  (DOT).  The  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Inspections 
and  Evaluations  reports  directly  to  the  Inspector  General  (IG)  and 
complements  the  staffs  of  the  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Auditing 
and  the  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Investigations  in  performing 
work  directed  by  the  IG. 

Objective 

The  new  office's  niain  objective  is  to  provide  more  immediate  and  timely 
feedback  to  managers  and  decision  makers,  as  well  as  serve  as  an 
important  source  of  analytical  information  for  audits  and  criminal 
investigations.  The     Office     of     Inspector     General      (OIG)     receives 

numerous  requests  from  Congress,  the  Secretary,  and  the  DOT 
Administrators  and  Assistant  Secretaries  to  perform  work  for  which  a 
full  audit  is  unnecessary  and  a  criminal  investigation  is  inappropriate. 
The  OAIGE  wiU  address  these  "in-between"  issues,  expending  fewer 
resources — both  in  personnel  and  time — than  required  by  a  full  audit  or 
criminal  investigation. 
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OAIGE's  Role  and  Responsibilities  Relative  to  Audit  and  Investigation 

Since  its  establishment,  the  OAIGE  has  rapidly  defined  itself  as 
separate  and  apart  from  the  audit  and  investigation  functions.  This 
fact  *is  evidenced  by  the  large  number  of  work  referrals  (approximately 
60  percent  of  the  OAIGE's  current  workload)  originating  from  the  audit 
^lnd  investigation  organizations.     Some  of  the  basic  differences  are: 

o     OAIGE  answers  Secretarial,  congressioneil,  hotline,  and 

operating  administration  requests  not  reqviiring  a  full  audit  or 
a  criminal  investigation. 

o     OAIGE  focuses  on  preparing  quick  turnaround  reports 
(snapshot  studies); 

o     OAIGE  emphasizes  improvements  in  organizational  performance 
as  contrasted  to  seeking  primarily  regulatory  compliance  and 
fiscal  accountability; 

o     OAIGE  puts  greater  reliance  upon  extant  data  and  information 
rather  than  historical  data; 

o     OAIGE  is  set  up  to  provide  quick  advice  on  fast-breaking 
issues;  and 

o     OAIGE  performs  policy  amalysis  studies. 
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PROCESS  FOR  DETERMINING  OAIGE  PROJECTS 
Types  of  OAIGE  Projects 

» 

The  OAIGE  provides  various  services,  ranging  from  inspections  and 
program  evaluations  to  special  management  studies.  The  five  different 
types     of     projects     include:  (1)     inspections,      (2)      inquiries,      (3) 

evaluations,      (4)      verifications,      and      (5)      special      studies.  The 

characteristics  of  these  project  types  are  provided  in  Chart  1 . 


Chart  1 


Type  I:  Inspections 


0  Focused  reviews  of  one  or  more  policies,  issues. 

or  organizational  functions, 
o  Primary  emphasis  is  on  determining  compliance 

with  stated  regulations,  policies,  or  procedures, 
o  Sources  of  inspection  topics  include:  Office  of 

the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  the  Inspector 

General,  DOT  operating  administrations. 

Congress.  0MB,  and  the  media. 


Type  2:  Inquiries 


0  Very  narrow  scope,  containing  one  or  more 

specific  allegations, 
o  Congressional  requests  to  the  OIG  to  examine 

specific  complaints,  alleged  fraud,  etc. 
0  Hotline  complaints,  alleging  abuses  and/or 

fraud. 


Type  3:  Evaluations 


o  Broad,  systemic  reviews  of  DOT  programs, 

policies,  and/or  processes. 
0  Primary  emphasis  is  on  improving  performance 

(as  opposed  to  ensuring  compliance). 
0  Frequently  initiated  at  the  request  of  the 

"evaluated"  DOT  organization. 


Type  4:  Verifications 


o  Follow-up  reviews  to  verify  corrective  action 
taken  on  previously  reported  problems. 

o  Normally  conducteid  2-S  years  after  issuance  of 
the  official  report 


Type  S:  Special  Studies 


0  Special  requests  by  the  Congress  and  DOT 

Secretary.  Administrators,  and/or  Inspector 

General. 
0  May  include  various  types  of  projects,  ranging 

bom  general  management  studies  to  specific 

data  collection  and  analyses. 
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Determinatioii  of  Projects 

The  'process  for  determining  the  OAIGE's  cases  depends  on  several 
factors,   including: 

o  turnaround  time, 

o  resource  requirements, 

o  research  requirements, 

o  type  of  analysis, 

o  scope  of  the  project   (depth  and  breadth),  and 

o  subject  matter. 

Those  issues  that  require  a  quick  turnaround  and  can  be  done  with 
minimal  personnel  resources,  usually  involve  interview-intensive 
research  (as  opposed  to  paper-intensive),  and/or  allow  use  of  existing 
rather  than  historical  data,  will  be  done  by  the  OAIGE.  Likewise, 
projects  requiring  detailed  financial  reviews  or  investigations  of  alleged 
criminal  activities  will  be  handled  by  the  audit  and  investigation 
organizations ,   respectively . 

Work  assignments  to  the  OAIGE  are  made  from: 

(1)  Referral  by  the  IG  or  Deputy  IG.  When  the  IG  or  Deputy  IG  get 
any  type  of  request,  whether  Congressional,  Secretarial,  or  other 
source,  or  have  a  request  of  their  own,  and  they  determine  that  a  full 
audit  or  a  criminal  investigation  is  not  required,  they  assign  the 
request  to  the  OAIGE.  When  there  is  any  doubt,  they  discuss  the 
assignment  with  the  AIGs  for  Audit,  Investigation,  and  Inspections  and 
Evaluations.  There  have  been  no  disagreements,  because  the  roles  of 
the  three  offices  are  clearly  distinguishable  within  the  OIG,  and  the 
AIGs  meet  regularly  to  discuss  assignments.  If  there  was  a 
disagreement,   the     IG  or  Deputy  IG  would  decide  the  assignment. 

(2)  Referral  from  the  HotUne.  All  Hotline  complaints  go  through  the 
OIG  Hotline  office.  That  office  determines  where  to  route  the 
complaint.  If  the  receiving  office  determines  that  the  complaint  would 
be  better  handled  elsewhere,  the  complaint  is  forwarded  accordingly. 
There  have  been  no  disagreements  on  Hotline  complaint  assignments. 
Most  complaints  are  forwarded  to  the  OAIGE.  If  there  was  a 
disagreement,   the  IG  or  Deputy  IG  would  decide  the  assignment. 

(3)  OIG  st£iff  recommendations,  both  within  and  outside  the  OAIGE. 
The    OAIGE   accepts    or   decUnes    recommendations    aifter   peforming   basic 
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research  to  determine  merit.  Declinations  would  be  discussed  with  the 
IG  or  Deputy  IG. 

See  Appendix  for  current  OAIGE  projects. 

The  following  describes  how  topics  are  determined  for  each  type  of 
OAIGE  project. 

o  Inspections 

Inspection  (Type  1)  topics  are  derived  from  various  sources  inside  and 
outside  the  DOT,  including  the  Secretary,  the  Inspector  General, 
operating  administrations.  Congress,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
and  the  media.  In  addition,  many  proposed  topics  will  be  derived  from 
information  obtained  from  on-going  inspections,  inquiries,  and 
evaluations.  The  OAIGE  solicits  proposed  topics  for  inclusion  into  the 
organization's  annual  work  plan.  This  plan  contedns  a  brief  description 
of  projected  inspection  and  evaluation  topics,  including  a  justification  as 
to  why  the  topic  should  be  inspected. 

o  Inqiiiries 

Inquiry  (Type  2)  topics,  in  contrast,  are  derived  from  congressional 
inquiries  and  hotline  complaints  to  the  Inspector  General.  Whereas  the 
OAIGE  addresses  all  congressional  inquiries  within  existing  resource 
constraints,  it  is  more  selective  in  accepting  those  hotline  complaints 
which  have  been  forwarded  from  the  Office  of  Assistant  Inspector 
General  for  Investigations.  Some  of  the  considerations  the  OAIGE 
makes  in  accepting  a  hotline  complaiint  include  the  following  questions: 
(1)  Does  the  client  allege  any  specific  violations  that  can  be  sufficiently 
reviewed?  (2)  Do  the  allegations  cite  a  problem  that  the  OAIGE  (given 
available  resources  and  work  priorities)  can  address  within  an 
acceptable  timeframe?  (3)  Has  the  client  made  use  of  internal  oversight 
channels  prior  to  asking  the  IG  for  assistance?  To  date,  the  OAIGE 
has  accepted  73  percent  (8  of  11)  of  the  hotline  compleiints  forwarded  to 
it  with  those  not  accepted  being  forwarded  to  the  respective  operating 
administration  for  review. 

o  Evaluations 

Evaluation  (Type  3)  topics,  as  with  inspections,  are  generated  from 
various  sources  inside  and  outside  the  DOT.  Proposed  evaluation  topics 
are  also  included  in  the  OAIGE  annual  work  plan.  Unlike  inspections, 
however,  the  main  focus  of  evaluations  is  on  improving  performance  as 
contrasted  to  identifying  specific  compliance  shortfalls. 
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o  Verincations 

Given  the  OAIGE's  short  tenure,  no  verification  reviews  (Type  4)  have 
been*  scheduled.  Verification  reviews  are  conducted  for  those  projects 
(e.g.,  inspections,  inquiries,  and  evaluations)  that  identified 
substantial  problems  requiring  corrective  action.  The  verification 
review  seeks  to  determine  whether  the  inspected  organization  corrected 
those  problems  identified  during  the  first  review.  Verification  reviews 
are  normally  scheduled  two  to  five  years  after  completion  of  the  initial 
review . 

o  Special  Studies 

Special  study  topics  (type  5)  are  derived  from  specific  requests  from 
the  Congress  and  the  DOT  Secretary,  operating  administrations,  and /or 
IG  to  conduct  a  review,  management  analysis,  or  data  collection  effort. 
In  some  cases,  a  study  request  may  evolve  into  a  full  inspection  or 
evaluation,  as  did  the  Secretary's  request  to  review  the  DOT 
rulemaking  process.  The  OAIGE's  ability  to  address  such  projects  in  a 
timely     fashion     will     depend     upon     several     factors,     including:  the 

project's  scope,  proposed  timeframes,  personnel  availability,  and  the 
office's  current  workload  requirements  and  priorities. 

Chart  2  provides  a  breakdown  of  the  OAIGE's  current  workload  by 
project  type. 
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Chart  2 


Types 

Number 

Percentage 

Type  1:  Inspections 

3 

16% 

Type  X.  Inquiries 

0  Congress 
0  Hotline 

6 
8 

32% 
42% 

/ 
/ 

Type  3:  Evaluations 

1 

5% 

Type  4:  Verifications 

0 

0% 

Type  5:  Special  Studies 

1 

5% 

Totals 

19 

100% 
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TYPES  OF  FORMAL  PRODUCTS 

The  OAIGE  produces  a  variety  of  formal  written  products.  These 
docubients  include:  (1)  draft /final  reports,  (2)  management  advisories, 
and  (3)  responses  to  congressional  inquiries  and  hotline  complaints. 
Chart  3  lists  some  of  the  written  products  that  will  be  produced  with 
the  five  types  of  OAIGE  projects. 

Chart  3 


Types  1-4:  Inspections,  Inquiries 
and  Verifications 

Evaluations, 

0  Report  (Long  Form)  with  Recommendations 
0  Letter  Report  (Short  Form)  with 

Recommendations 
0  MemorandumA-etter  Responses  to 

Congressional  and  Hotline  Complaints,  with  or 

without  Recommendations 

Type  5:  Special  Studies 

0  Management  Report  with  or  without 

ReconunerKlations 
0  Memorandum/Letter  Responses  to  the 

Requesting  Ofrtcial(s) 
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APPENDIX 


COMPLETED  AND  ON-GOING  WORK  IN  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE 

ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  FOR 

INSPECTIONS  AND  EVALUATIONS 


COMPLETED  PROJECTS   (FINAL  REPORT  ISSUED) 

o  Alleged        Disparate        Treatment       of       Business        Jet       Airways 

(Congressional  Request) 

At  the  request  of  former  Senator  Albert  Gore,  a  study  was  conducted 
of  allegations  that  Business  Jet  Airways  received  inconsistent  treatment 
in  the  administration  of  law  and  regulations  when  it  transferred  its 
certificate  from  the  Atlanta  Flight  Standards  District  Office  (FSDO)  to 
the  Tennessee  FSDO.  The  findings  of  the  study  were  that  the 
allegations  could  not  be  substantiated. 

o  FAA's    Oversight    of    Northwest    Airlines    Check    Airmen    Program 

(Congressional  Request) 

At  the  request  of  Congressman  Newt  Gingrich,  a  study  was  conducted 
of  allegations  that  Northwest  Airlines,  Inc.  (NWA)  discriminated  against 
pilots    who    were    formerly    employed    by    Republic    Airlines.  The 

findings  of  the  study  were  that  the  allegations  could  not  be 
substantiated. 

o  Study  of  Fort  Lauderdade  FSDO     (Congressional  Request) 

At  the  request  of  Senators  Richard  Lugar  and  Dan  Coats,  a  study  was 
conducted  of  the  Fort  Lauderdale  FSDO's  investigation  procedures,  with 
particular  focus  on  the  office's  handling  of  the  Charter  One  Airlines 
investigation.  The     findings     of     the     study     resulted     in     four 

recommendations  for  action  by  the  FAA.     FAA  concurred. 

o  Study  of  Airport  Master  Plan  for  proposed   Leavenworth,    Kansas 

Airport     (Hotline  Complaint) 

A  study  was  conducted  of  a  Hotline  complaint  chsillenging  FAA  Airports 
Division  oversight  of  the  Airport  Master  Pkin  study  for  the  proposed 
Leavenworth  City/ County  Airport  in  Kansas.  The  findings  of  the  study 
were  that  the  allegations  could  not  be  substantiated. 
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o  Study   of   Reduction-in    Force    (RIF)    of   Air    Traffic    Assistants    in 

Oklahoma     (Hotline  Complaint) 

A  study  was  conducted  of  a  Hotline  complsiint  alleging  that  a  RIF  of  air 
traffic  assistants  (ATA)  in  the  FAA  Southwest  Region  was  not 
conducted  in  accordance  with  regulations  and  policy  and  that  GS-13  eiir 
traffic  control  specialists  were  hired  to  replace  the  ATAs.  The  findings 
of  the  study  were  that  the  allegations  could  not  be  substantiated. 

CX)MPLETED  PROJECTS   (DRAFT  REPORT  ISSUED) 

o  Study  of  the  FAA  reorganization,   "Straightlining"      (Congressional 

Request) 

At  the  request  of  the  Chairman,  House  Subcommittee  on  Aviation,  an 
evaluation  was  conducted  of  the  effectiveness  of  "Straightlining"  in 
improving  FAA  internal  and  external  conmiunication  and  it's  oversight  of 
policy  execution.     The  report  is  with  the  FAA  for  comment. 

o  Study    of    FAA    Grants    for   Airport    Improvements    in    Westchester 

County,  NY     (Congressional  Request) 

At  the  request  of  Congressman  Christopher  Shays,  a  study  was 
conducted  to  assess  the  legality  of  grants  made  by  the  FAA  for 
improving  the  Westchester  County  airport.  The  report  is  with  the  FAA 
for  comment. 

ON-GOING  PROJECTS 

See  attached. 
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JE  FY'93  Projects 

1 

1 

1 

Inspections  and  Evaluations                                                                             |          Source 

RSPA's  Collection  of  Airline  Data                                                                   |                       OIG 

Quick  Response  to  Aircraft  Design /Maintenance  Problems                    1                       OIG 

1 

1 

Congressional  Requests                                                                                      | 

Allegations  Reg.   Equip. /Pers.   Useage  at  Philadelphia  Airport          1           Sen.    Roth 

Alleged  Discrimination  by  FAA  ASM-300  Management                              1     Sen.   Mikulski 

Trademark  Sale  of  NHTSA  Seat-best  Crash  Dummies                              iSen.  Lieberman 

Alleged  Favortism,   Preselection  at  FAA/MM\C,   Oklahoma    ,    •,          i         Sen.    Boren 

1 

Hnflin**    r.nmplaint<; 

Allegations  of  Misconduct  Against  Railroad  Admin.   Manager              1                 Hotline 

USCG  Rulemaking  Procedures                                                                          1                 Hotline 

Study  of  Aircraft  Nonconforming  Threads                                               1                 HotUne 

Alleged  Conflict  of  Interest  with  the  Selection  of  DERs                                       Hotline 

FAA's  Non-enforcement  of  Crew  Rest  Regulation,   etc.,   OH                                Hotline 

rravel/T&E  Abuses  bv  FAA's  Office  of  Training  &  Higher  Ed.         |                 Hotline 

F.AA's  Relocation  of  Computer  Facilities,  Piano,   Texas                          |                 Hotline 

Alleged  Abuses  of  AUG  System  in  FAA's  Eastern  Region                   1                 Hotline 

Alleged  Waste  of  F.AA  Funds  Through  Use  of  Resort  Hotel                 |                 Hotline 

Assistance  to  Whistle  Blower,   Longmont,   CO                                                             Hotline 

Questionable  Cost  Studies  of  Salt  Lake  International  Airport                              Hotline 

FAR  Violations  Pertaining  to  Performance  .■Appraisals,   WA                  I                 Hotline 

Discrimination  &  Misused  Funds  by  FHWA  Region  5                                1                 HotUne 

Assistance  to  Whistle  Blower,   Jamul,    CA                                                   1                  Hotline 
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REDUCTION  OF  OIG  PERSONNEL 


Mr.  Carr.  As  usual,  your  statement  is  very  thorough  and  you 
have  anticipated  many  of  the  questions,  so  I  don't  think  we  will  be 
taking  that  much  time. 

I  do  want  to  do  a  little  cleanup  around  the  edges,  however. 

It  is  clear  that  the  IG  is  a  very  valuable  office  and  it  returns  to 
the  Department  many  more  times  than  it  costs.  You  have  had  a 
reduction  in  staffing  last  year  and  now  again.  We  are  curious  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  Department  had  the  flexibility  to  allocate  those 
reductions  elsewhere.  Could  the  Secretary  have  said  that  the  IG  is 
one  area  we  are  not  going  to  reduce,  but  we  will  make  a  larger  re- 
duction some  place  else?  Did  he  have  that  flexibility? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  In  terms  of  the  personnel  cuts  that  we  took,  our 
personnel  cuts  were  the  President's  February  1993  personnel  cuts. 
Those  are  the  same  personnel  cuts  that  everybody  took.  At  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation,  it  was  my  understanding  that  we  were 
all  going  to  follow  the  President's  personnel  cuts. 

I  will  say  that  in  the  initial  budget  submission  we  did  do  a  fair 
amount  of  horse  trading  to  preserve  the  positions  we  did.  I  gave  up 
some  slots  and  moved  personnel  around  as  best  I  could  to  keep  as 
many  special  agents  as  possible  in  investigations.  So  the  outcome  of 
those  negotiations  was  to  preserve  the  status  quo. 

But  the  personnel  cuts  were  the  President's  cuts.  I  did  not  have 
an  indication  that  the  Secretary  would  not  follow  the  President's 
mandate. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  sure  the  Secretary  would  want  to  follow  the 
President's  mandate.  The  question  really  went  to  the  flexibility.  As 
you  said,  within  IG  you  use  some  flexibility  to  decide.  You  didn't 
cut  across-the-board  with  all  your  offices.  Was  it  your  understand- 
ing that  the  Secretary  had  no  flexibility,  that  he  had  to  hand  out 
cuts  across-the-board? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  No,  it  is  never  my  understanding  that  the  Secre- 
tary has  no  flexibility  at  all.  But  I 

Mr.  Carr.  You  didn't  have  a  conversation  with  him  about  the 
budget  as  to  whether  or  not  you  should  be  an  agency  to  have  any 
cuts  whatsoever? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  No.  We  had  those  discussions  earlier  on.  In  fact,  we 
had  a  lot  of  those  discussions  when  the  Secretary  was  on-board 
with  the  budget  staff.  Of  course,  when  the  budget  came  back  from 
OMB,  it  had  a  few  more  cuts.  So  we  had  a  couple  of  hurdles  to  get 
through. 

I  do  not  want  to  give  the  impression  that  in  the  best  of  all  possi- 
ble worlds  that  we  could  not  use  more,  want  more,  and  do  tons 
more  work,  but  in  this  case  the  cuts  were  taken  before  the  Secre- 
tary came  on  the  scene.  While  we  would  like  to  have  more,  we  are 
following  the  budget. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  eight  positions  are  being  eliminated? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  We  are  eliminating  two  in  the  Office  of  Policy  and 
Personnel  and  six  in  audit. 

Mr.  Carr.  At  what  grade  level? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Initially,  we  are  going  to  see  what  attrition  brings 
us.  Attrition  has  been  pretty  well  evenly  distributed,  but  we  are 
trying  to  make  the  cuts  through  attrition  and  then  we  will  readjust 
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the  positions  accordingly.  But  we  are  going  to  take  them  across-the- 
board  again  as  is  the  point  of  the  cut. 

Mr.  Carr.  Did  OST  or  OMB  make  an)'  staffing  additions  or  re- 
ductions to  your  fiscal  year  1994  request? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  Additions,  no. 

Mr.  Carr.  Any  deletions  or  reductions?  Did  they  force  any  reduc- 
tions on  you  that  you  didn't  take  yourself? 

Ms.  SCHIAVO.  No. 

PAY  RAISE 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  assumption  concerning  the  fiscal  year 
1994  pay  raise  for  Federal  employees? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  My  assumption  is  that  it  is  limited.  We  were  fortu- 
nate that  we  got  some  of  the  nondiscretionary  increases  in  our 
budget,  but  my  understanding  is  that  the  raises  are  cut. 

The  increases  that  we  got  are  for  nondiscretionary  increases. 
They  are  not  for  pay  raises. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  assuming  a  freeze  with  no  pay  raise  in  your 
budget  request? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  No,  but  I  am  assuming  that  it  is  limited  to  merit 
pay  and  promotions. 

HEALTH  CARE  BENEFIT  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  percentage  increase  in  health  care  benefit  costs 
are  you  assuming  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  how  does  that  compare 
with  recent  actual  experience? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  In  benefits,  we  show  a  plus  up  of  $412,000.  Recent 
experience  is  that  amount  is  what  would  cover  it.  But  I  will  say  in 
a  related  category,  worker's  compensation — our  estimates  are 
based  on  what  we  have  to  pay  or  are  ordered  to  pay,  and  it  is  often 
beyond  our  control. 

UNEMPLOYMENT  AND  WORKER'S  COMPENSATION 

Mr.  Carr.  In  regard  to  unemployment  and  worker's  compensa- 
tion, your  justifications  seem  to  indicate  that  you've  been  underes- 
timating your  budgetary  requirements.  As  a  practical  matter,  this 
results  in  a  $90,000  budget  for  fiscal  year  1994  compared  to  only 
$4,000  in  fiscal  year  1993.  That's  a  large  increase. 

Can  you  explain  what  the  problem  is? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  That  came  about  because  we  had  somebody  who 
had  gotten  an  award  which  covered  several  years  back.  That  award 
was  just  assigned  to  us.  It  was  awarded  to  one  person  and  I  believe 
this  person  had  come  to  the  IG's  staff  automatically  way  back  in 
1978  when  the  IG's  office  was  formed.  The  Office  of  Inspector  Gen- 
eral inherited  this  person  with  the  start-up  of  the  Office  of  Inspec- 
tor General.  The  amounts  due  this  person  came  on-line  to  our 
budget  in  just  the  past  budget  year. 

So  this  was  somebody  that  we  inherited  on  the  rolls. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  the  nature  of  the  award? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  It  is  worker's  compensation  and  the  claim  was  for 
mental  impairment  due  to  workforce  conditions. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  all  ought  to  file.  [Laughter.] 
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Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Nonetheless,  in  this  case,  there  was  an  award,  but 
it  covered  a  period  of  time  before  any  of  us  were  in  the  OIG. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  this  was  a  person  who  was  not  hired  by  the  IG? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  That's  correct.  When  the  IGs  were  formed,  they 
lumped  in  all  sorts  of  existing  organizations  and  he  was  in  one  of 
them. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  the  total  amount  of  that  award?  Do  you 
know? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  I  don't  know;  our  Fiscal  Year  1994,  total  of  all  awards 
will  be  $90,000.  However,  individual  claim  amounts  will  not  be  known 
until  the  beginning  of  Fiscal  Year  1994. 

ADMINISTRATIVELY  UNCONTROLLABLE  OVERTIME 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  do  you  feel  it  is  important  to  request  an  increase 
in  funding  for  administratively  uncontrollable  overtime? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  There  are  two  reasons.  AUG  is  one  way  to  increase 
our  investigator  work  hours  without  increasing  the  actual  investi- 
gator numbers.  You  can  actually  end  up  with  a  significant  increase 
in  numbers  of  investigator  work  hours  from  using  AUG  even  more 
so  than  putting  the  money  into  getting  another  FTE  or  another 
body. 

The  second  reason  for  using  AUG  is  that  the  other  law  enforce- 
ment agencies  have  AUG  and  to  remain  competitive,  not  only  to 
keep  good  agents  on  board  but  in  the  event  we  need  to  recruit 
agents  to  ensure  we  get  good  agents.  All  the  other  Federal  law  en- 
forcement agencies  have  AUG;  without  it,  we  would  be  at  a  distinct 
competitive  disadvantage.  We  would  lose  our  best  people. 

This  past  year,  AUG  has  proven  to  be  particularly  valuable  be- 
cause of  all  the  increased  proactive  cases  we  have  going. 

For  example,  when  you  are  on  a  stakeout,  you  cannot  pull  the 
plug  at  5:00  and  go  home.  So  a  lot  of  it  is  just  plain  uncontrollable. 

We  just  recently  made  a  "collar,"  an  arrest  in  New  York  l£ist 
week  of  somebody  who  had  been  a  fugitive  on  a  sealed  indictment 
for  over  a  month.  The  only  way  we  were  successful  in  nabbing  the 
guy  in  that  case  is  that  the  agents,  at  odd  hours  of  the  night,  went 
over  and  "sat  on"  or  watched  the  house  and  staked  it  out  and  final- 
ly, one  night  he  appeared  in  the  window,  and  they  got  him. 

It  is  that  kind  of  work  and  after  hours  that  can  sometimes  spell 
the  success  of  getting  a  fugitive. 

CFO  ACT 

Mr.  Carr.  As  you  know,  this  Committee  and  this  Member  are 
not  particularly  fond  of  the  CFG  Act.  We  haven't  seen  much  of  it 
that  leads  to  any  cost  savings. 

You  testified  that  it  is  all  very  preliminary,  but  do  you  have  any 
idea  that  this  is  actually  going  to  add  up  to  anything? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  I  am  sure  that  it  will  add  to  something.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether  it  will  add  up  to  enough  to  justify  the  huge  expend- 
itures of  money  on  the  CFG  Act. 

I  do  not  know  the  answer  to  that  question.  The  IGs  have  all  been 
tasked  with  CFG  Act  audits  and  it  is  a  Federal  law. 

I  have  tried  to  be  as  straightforward  as  I  can  about  the  CFG  Act. 
My  insistence  on  performing  CFG  is  based  on  the  fact  that  it  is  a 
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Federal  law.  I  am  not  insisting  that  we  get  CFO  money  and  that 
we  desperately  want  to  do  CFO  because  I  think  it  is  the  best  thing 
to  ever  come  down  in  Government. 

Frankly,  you  can  get  an  awful  lot  of  bang  for  the  buck  doing 
other  IG  work,  as  I  think  we  have  tried  to  show  over  the  past  year 
in  targeting  some  areas  in  which  we  were  very  proactive.  You  can 
do  incredible  things  by  setting  out  to  change  something,  to  do 
something,  to  investigate  something,  to  find  what  is  wrong  with 
something  and  to  fix  something. 

I  cannot  say  that  CFO  Act  audits  will  in  our  experience  be  the 
best  use  of  the  $3.6  million — because  I  might  be  able  to  get  bigger 
results  from  doing  something  else.  But  CFO  is  the  law,  not  a  sug- 
gestion. The  problem  is  that  we  get  put  in  a  box  because  it  is  the 
Federal  law  and  because  we  have  to  perform  the  CFO  Audits  by 
law.  Frankly,  this  committee's  limitation  on  us  of  $1  million  helped 
us  out  of  a  huge  problem  because  before  that  language  was  put  in 
the  bill,  we  were  stuck  in  the  untenable  position  of  having  the  law 
on  the  books  and  no  funds  to  do  it. 

Nobody  wanted  that  result.  We  did  not  waht  that  result  and  you 
did  not  want  that  result.  When  you  put  in  the  limitation  of  $1  mil- 
lion for  CFO,  you  actually  helped  us.  The  same  thing  holds  true  for 
next  year.  I  do  not  want  to  encourage  you  to  leave  us  without  the 
funds  to  do  the  Act  because  it  is  a  Federal  law,  but  if  for  any 
reason  the  committee  is  inclined  not  to  give  us  the  CFO  funding, 
then  we  really  need  guidance  in  the  appropriations  bill,  and  not 
just  in  the  report  language,  to  resolve  our  dilemma  of  being  stuck 
between  two  conflicting  laws,  because  otherwise  we  are  going  to 
end  up  in  the  middle. 

I  can  not  promise  more  than  I  know  or  anybody  knows  on  CFO, 
and  I  have  been  careful,  I  think,  never  to  say  that  CFO  is  going  to 
deliver  a  lot.  But  also,  I  have  never  said  that  I  can  just  choose  not 
to  do  CFO  because  we  all  know  that  I  cannot  choose  to  ignore  it.  I 
want  to  make  sure  that  the  fallout  from  the  CFO  problem  is  not  to 
destroy  other  OIG  audit  programs  and  other  OIG  enforcement  ac- 
tivities and  other  inspections  and  evaluations  that  we  already 
know  are  producing  results. 

I  want  to  avoid  unintended  fallout  for  any  kind  of  a  problem  like 
that  which  will  be  the  result  if  CFO  Funds  are  zeroed  out,  and  no 
language  insulates  us  from  having  to  perform  the  CFO  Audits. 

RESTRICTION  ON  CFO  CONTRACT  WORK 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  Congress  said  that  no  funds  should  be 
used  to  contract  out  CFO  work,  that  that  should  be  done  in-house, 
and  this  year  you  are  requesting  $2.6  million  for  contracts. 

Why  typically  would  you  be  contracting  with? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  We  would  put  the  CFO  Audits  out  for  bid.  It  could 
be  any  number  of  private  companies.  We  had  made  arrangements 
and  explored  preliminarily  a  bid  solicitation  with  other  IGs  to  con- 
tracting out  for  this  work. 

EXTENSION  OF  CFO  ACT 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it  your  belief  that  the  CFO  Act  is  going  to  be  ex- 
tended? 
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Ms.  ScHiAVO.  My  personal  opinion  is  that  it  is  probably  going  to 
be  changed.  When  CFO  was  passed,  I  was  brand  new  in  the  IG 
community — I  think  CFO  was  passed  the  day  I  was  confirmed  by 
the  Senate,  so  certainly  did  not  have  any  input  in  the  language  of 
legislation.  I  think  that  there  are  a  lot  of  flies  in  the  ointment  such 
as  what  use  will  be  made  of  the  CFO  information,  and  what  do  you 
actually  learn.  I  think  CFO  will  probably  remain  around  because  it 
is  hard  to  argue  with  the  notion.  The  problem  with  CFO  is  how  do 
you  argue  with  a  requirement  that  the  Government  ought  to  have 
audited  financial  statements  when  everybody  else  in  America  has 
to  have  financial  books  that  can  withstand  an  audit. 

The  problem  is  that  CFO  sounds  very  good.  It  is  hard  to  argue 
against  it.  How  can  you  vote  against  something  that  says  that  Ck)n- 
gress  is  going  to  make  the  Government  have  audited  books? 

The  problem  is  that  in  the  implementation,  in  the  actual  doing 
of  the  work,  audited  Financial  Statements  in  the  Grovemment  are 
different  from  the  private  sector.  The  Government  has  assets  that 
are  hard  to  value.  Who  knows  down  the  road  how  certain  things 
are  going  to  get  valued.  It  is  very  different  for  the  Government  as 
opposed  to  a  company  to  value  the  assets.  That  is  just  one  example. 

Thus,  I  do  not  think  CFO  will  remain  unchanged.  I  think  it  will 
be  changed  but  it  will  survive  in  some  form  or  another.  That  is 
particularly  true  in  the  Government.  That  is  the  way  it  always 
seems  to  work.  It  is  hard  to  get  rid  of  something,  particularly  some- 
thing that  sounds  good.  Statutes  hang  around  forever.  There  are  a 
lot  of  them  that  should  have  sundown  provisions.  Once  something 
is  created  in  the  Government  there  is  always  a  constituency. 

AGENCY  CFO  IMPLEMENTATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  think  ^encies  should  be  allowed  some  discre- 
tion on  whether  and  how  to  implement? 

Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Yes,  and  to  a  large  extent  they  have  exercised  their 
discretion  this  year.  Discretion  on  whether  or  not  to  implement 
CFO  in  the  agency  I  think  would  pretty  much  gut  the  law.  If  you 
are  going  to  have  a  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act  and  you  are  going 
to  have  financial  statements  across  the  Government,  then  they  will 
probably  by  produced.  You  could  use  it  as  a  management  tool  in 
any  department,  even  without  the  law.  But  these  funds  are  already 
audited  in  different  audits,  but  not  across  the  board.  The  Labor  De- 
partment, for  example,  has  audited  ftnancial  statements.  That  is 
always  a  management  tool.  I  think  if  the  law  remains  in — either 
Government-wide  or  otherwise — it  should  be  something  that  can  be 
tailored  to  the  department. 

faa's  field  maintenance  management 

A  couple  of  days  ago  we  heard  testimony  from  members  of  the 
union  representing  the  FAA's  maintenance  technicians  and  they 
stated  that  there  were  serious  problems  in  FAA's  field  mainte- 
nance management  but  that  many  of  the  employees  were  reluctant 
to  speak  out.  We  occasionally  receive  some  reports  on  an  anecdotal 
basis. 

You  probably  get  some  calls  from  employees  from  time  to  time  as 
well. 
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Do  you  know  whether  those  are  just  the  noises  of  employees  ev- 
erywhere in  America  or  whether  there  is  something  deeper  there 
that  we  ought  to  be  looking  at? 

Ms.  ScHiAVO.  We  have  a  number  of  audits  related  to  a  number  of 
the  FAA  inspection  and  management  functions.  It  is  my  intent  to 
roll  up  a  number  of  these  audit  reports  into  a  major  report  to  the 
committee  and  to  the  aviation  committees  concerning  FAA's  safety 
and  inspection  operations.  I  suspect  the  report  will  have  a  lot  of 
information  in  it.  It  will  probably  contain  a  lot  of  recommendations 
and  assist  the  Department  to  determine  where  some  things  are 
going  wrong. 

So  without  getting  into  some  open  audits  and  some  open  investi- 
gations and  evaluations  that  are  ongoing,  I  will  revert  back  to  an 
audit  that  we  released  about  a  year  ago.  That  audit  was  on  aircraft 
inspection.  It  contained  very  interesting  results  in  that  the  inspec- 
tion was  not  uniform. 

Some  operators  were  getting  hit  with  inspections  all  the  time 
and  some  received  no  inspections.  There  were  a  number  of  con- 
cerned employees  who  spoke  up  to  point  out  various  problems. 
Many  employees  of  course  do  not  particularly  want  their  names 
used  and  it  is  our  obligation  not  to  reveal  their  identities.  But  we 
have  heard  concerns  from  employees  not  only  to  the  effect  that 
they  have  problems  speaking  up,  coming  forward  on  problems,  re- 
porting violations,  and  referring  allegations  I  testified  before  Con- 
gress on  that  audit,  some  representative  of  the  employee's  union 
also  testified  and  expressed  the  concerns  of  the  employees. 

The  employees  wanted  better  inspections,  better  quality  control, 
better  accountability  of  their  time  and  effectiveness  and  more  en- 
forcement. So  we  have  heard  those  concerns  from  employees.  We 
think  we  will  be  able  to  report  a  lot  more  information  on  that  in 
the  near  future. 

We  have  a  number  of  other  requests  on  those  kinds  of  issues  at 
the  FAA  coming  in  as  well.  There  is  a  lot  of  concern  and  a  lot  of 
complaints.  Certainly  given  the  hot  line  results,  we  cannot  always 
say  that  where  there  is  smoke  there  is  always  fire.  But  in  this  C£ise, 
we  are  certainly  going  to  take  a  look  at  it  and  will  report  our  find- 
ings. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  remainder  of  our  questions  will  be  for  the  record. 

IG  TRAINING 

Last  year,  our  Committee  report  expressed  concern  over  the 
large  amount  of  IG  training.  While  the  Committee  wants  your  staff 
to  be  fully  and  adequately  trained,  it  seems  that  33,100  hours  of 
training— 4,100  shift  days — might  be  excessive.  For  a  small  organi- 
zation such  as  yours,  the  actual  training  dollars  are  not  as  signifi- 
cant as  the  lost  work  time,  which  could  be  spent  on  audits  and  in- 
vestigations. 

What  steps  have  you  taken  to  review  your  training  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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In  view  of  the  Committee's  concerns,  the  Deputy  Inspector 
General  is  focusing  on  the  training  issue  with  the  objective  of  making 
qualitative  and  quantitative  improvements  to  the  OIG's  training  program. 
Our  training  policies  and  costs /benefits  are  being  specifically  reviewed 
as  part  of  the  Deputy  Inspector  General's  effort.  This  is  in  addition  to 
the  OIG's  normal  process  which  consists  of  an  annual  assessment  of 
training  needs  between  employees  and  first  level  supervisors  which 
results  in  a  proposed  training  plan  for  each  employee.  This  proposed 
plan  is  then  carefully  reviewed  by  the  employee's  supervisory  chain  and 
the  Office  of  Human  Resources  to  ensure  the  time  and  money  are 
effectively  and  efficiently  spent.  More  economical  alternatives  in  terms 
of  time  and  tuition  are  proposed  and  implemented,   when  practicable. 

As  a  result  of  these  efforts,  we  were  already  able  to  reduce  our 
training  budget  estimate  by  $25,000  for  FY  1994  which,  coupled  with  an 
advancement  in  our  schedule  of  internal  training  assessments,  should 
result  in  a  drop  in  aggregate  training  hours  in  FY  1994,  without 
diminishing  the  qualitative  impact  of  our  training  investment. 

In  FY  1992,  the  OIG  provided  43,200  hours  of  classroom  training 
to  its  employees.  A  significant  amount  of  this  training  is  due  to  the 
U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  requirement  that  auditors  receive  80 
hours  of  training  every  two  years.  The  OIG  views  classroom  training 
time  as  an  investment  in  our  human  resources  which  helps  to  contribute 
to  the  accomplishment  of  the  OIG's  mission,   goals,   and  objectives. 

In  FY  1992,  special  training  initiatives  increased  our  per  capita 
training  time.  These  special  initiatives  accounted  for  18,000  hours  and 
included : 

•  Computer  software  training  for  all  staff  to  improve  the 
utilization  of  new  computer  hardware  and  software  installed  in 
the  OIG  offices. 

•  Training  to  assist  audit,  inspections  and  evaluations,  and 
investigative  staffs  on  suspected  unapproved  parts   (SUP). 

•  Training  to  implement  the  CFO  Act. 

•  Report  writing  for  auditors  and  investigators  to  enhance  report 
writing  skills  and  improve  work  products. 

•  Entry  level  training  for  auditors  and  investigators  to  accelerate 
their  productivity  and  effectiveness  in  the  OIG . 
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•  Mandatory    Sexual    Harassment    and    Equal    Opportunity    training 
for  all  employees,   managers,  and  supervisors  in  Headquarters. 

•  Training  for  all  EEO  Counselors. 
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CFO  AUDIT  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  total  CFO-related  request  for  fiscal  year 
1994,  including  both  contract  and  in-house  funds,  and  for  what  spe- 
cific purposes  would  it  be  used? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  estimate  the  cost  to  implement  the  CFO  Act  at  about  $3.6  million  for  FY  1994. 
This  consists  of  about  $1  million  for  OIG  in-house  personnel  and  $2.6  million  in  con- 
tract authority  to  obtain  the  necessary  level  of  services  of  independent  public  ac- 
countants. The  independent  public  accountants  would  audit  financial  statements 
prepared  for  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  accounts,  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  Trust  Fund,  the  Office  of  the  Secretaiy  Working  Capital  Fund,  and 
the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation.  All  remaining  financial 
statements  would  be  audited  by  the  OIG  with  in-house  personnel. 

CONTRACTING  CFO  WORK 

Mr.  Carr.  Congress  last  year  said  that  no  funds  should  be  used 
to  contract  out  CFO  work.  Instead,  that  work  should  be  done  in- 
house  by  the  IG's  won  auditors.  For  fiscal  year  1994,  you  are  re- 
questing $2.6  million  for  CFO  contracts. 

Why  is  it  more  efficient  and  effective  to  give  this  money  to  pri- 
vate accounting  firms  than  to  use  the  IG's  own  talented  staff,  par- 
ticularly when  that  staff  is  more  familiar  with  the  Department's 
operations  and  organization? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  IG  staff  is  more  familiar  with  the  Department's  operations  and  organization 
than  outside  accounting  firms.  However,  financial  statement  audits  focus  on  ac- 
counting systems  and  account  balances.  Private  accounting  firms  specialize  in  this 
kind  of  work  and  can  readily  perform  financial  statement  audits.  We  have  two  rea- 
sons for  using  contractors.  One  reason  for  contracting  out  is  the  inherent  difficulty 
in  trjdng  to  hire  and  train  the  necessary  additional  in-house  staff  to  conduct  the  FY 
1994  audits  of  FY  1993  financial  statements.  The  OIG  would  have  only  9  months 
after  the  start  of  FY  1994  to  hire  and  train  the  additional  staff  and  have  them  com- 
plete all  required  audit  work  by  June  30,  1994  as  mandated  by  the  CFO  Act.  The 
second  reason  is  the  flexibility  the  use  of  contractors  provides  in  a  situation  where 
future  work  requirements  are  not  certain. 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  estimated  that  private  contractors 
would  charge  an  average  of  about  $110,000  per  staff-year  for  CFO 
work.  I  believe  this  is  much  higher  than  the  average  rate  for  the 
IG's  in-house  staff. 

Wouldn't  you  get  more  for  your  money — enabling  you  to  do  more 
audits  more  frequently — if  you  did  this  work  in-house? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  but  this  would  require  increasing  our  FTE  level  by  25  positions  and  shifting 
our  FY  1994  emphasis  from  program  audits  to  financial  audits.  The  shift  would  be 
needed  because  we  could  not  hire  and  train  additional  auditors  after  October  1,  1993 
to  do  the  financial  audits  that  must  be  completed  by  June  30,  1994.  In  our  view,  it  is 
more  prudent  to  use  contractors.  This  allows  us  more  flexibility  to  respond  to  any 
changes  in  the  CFO  Act.  If  the  Act  continues  in  its  present  form  or  is  expanded,  we 
will  try  to  gradually  add  the  staff  to  do  the  work.  If  the  Act  is  reduced  in  scope,  we 
would  not  renew  the  contracts  and  reassign  auditors  currently  doing  CFO  work  to 
other  program  audit  work. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  $110,000  per  staff-year  a  reasonable  rate  to  pay  for 
this  type  of  work? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  cost  per  staff-year  of  $110,000  reflects  an  estimated  hourly  rate  of  about  $52  for 
private  contractors.  The  rate  includes  direct  costs  as  well  as  general  and  administra- 
tive costs  and  profit.  Based  on  bids  we  received  in  FY  1992  from  four  contractors 
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interested  in  providing  us  with  CFO  audit  services,  the  hourly  rate  budgeted  is  rea- 
sonable. The  hourly  rates  proposed  by  the  four  contractors  were  $59.  $53.  S52.  and 
S42.  respectively. 

CONTRACTING  OUT  CPO  WORK 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  told  us  that  "if  the  CFO  Act  is  ex- 
tended p>ast  fiscal  year  1994.  what  we  would  do  is  to  probably  move 
more  of  those  audits  in-house  and  do  those  audits  of  financiail  state- 
ments with  our  staff. "" 

Why  are  you  requesting  such  a  large  amount  of  funding  for  con- 
tract work  if  you  are  planning  to  turn  around  next  year  and  have 
your  in-house  staff  do  that  work? 

fThe  information  follows:] 

For  next  year  (Le.,  the  FY  1995  budget  submissionl  we  are  planning  to  have  our 
in-iKHise  staff  assume  some,  but  not  all.  of  the  audit  responsibilities  to  be  sissigned  to 
contractors  for  FY  1994.  We  plan  to  continue  requesting  funds  to  implement  the 
audit  requirements  of  the  CFO  Act  using  a  combination  of  OIG  in-house  personnel 
and  independent  public  accountants  under  contract  with  the  OIG.  with  the  goal  of 
gradually  phasing  out  the  use  of  contractors.  Under  this  approach,  we  estimate  the 
costs  to  implement  the  CFO  Act  at  about  S3. 6  million  for  FY  1994  (Si  million  for  in- 
bouse  perscMinel  and  S2.6  million  in  contract  authority^  This  equates  to  approxi- 
mately 25  staff  years  of  audit  effort  by  OIG  personnel  plus  an  additional  25  staff 
3rears  for  contractors.  "Diis  is  a  reduction  from  the  40  contractor  staff  years  we  re- 
quested for  FY  1993.  Contractor  staff  years  can  be  reduced  because  the  OIG's  results 
from  auditing  the  FY  1992  financial  statements  of  the  Aviation  and  Highwa>-  Trust 
Funds  (two  fiinds  to  be  audited  by  contractors*  will  also  be  able  to  be  used  to  satisf}" 
some  of  the  audit  requirements  applicable  to  the  FY  1993  financial  statements. 

Mr.  Carr.  Whv  would  vou  contract  the  work  out  onlv  in  fiscal 
year  1994? 
[The  information  follow^:] 

At  present,  we  plan  to  contract  for  audit  work  beyond  FY  1994.  However,  our 
plans  beyond  FY  1994  will  be  dependent,  to  a  large  extent,  on  actions  0MB  and  the 
CiMigress  take  in  response  to  the  June  30.  1993  report  from  0MB  evaluating  imple- 
mentation of  the  Act-  Our  future  need  to  contract  out  part  of  the  CFO  work  will  be 
dependent  on  whether  the  scope  of  the  Act  continues  in  its  present  form,  is  expand- 
ed, or  reduced.  Asuming  the  requirements  of  the  Act  remain  the  same,  we  antici- 
pate a  gradual  reduction  of  contractor  supported  activity. 

FUTURE  OF  CFO  ACT 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  told  us  that  you  were  not  sure  if  the 
CFO  '"is  going  to  be  extended  past  1994.'" 

Would  you  explain  that  to  us?  Does  the  CFO  Act  expire  or  other- 
wise cease  to  have  effect  at  the  end  of  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  CFO  Act  will  continue  as  it  is  currently  written  unless  revised  by  the  Con- 
grsss.  However,  the  Act  requires  0MB  to  provide  a  report  to  the  Congress  by  June 
'"•0,  1993  evaluating  the  initial  financial  statements  prepared  under  the  Act.  The 
report  is  to  include  an  analysis  of  the  accuracy  of  the  data  in  the  financial  state- 
ments prepared  for  FYs  1990,  1991.  and  1992;  the  difficulties  encountered  in  prepar- 
ing the  financial  statements;  the  benefits  derived  from  the  preparation  of  the  finan- 
ciaJ  statsnents;  and  the  costs  associated  with  preparing  and  auditing  the  financial 
statements.  The  future  of  the  CFO  Act  depends  on  what  action,  if  any,  the  Congress 
takes  in  FY  1994  in  response  to  this  report. 

EMPLOYEE  TRANSIT  BENEFIT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  I  notice  in  your  justifications  that,  even  as  you  cut 
overall  administrative  costs,  you  are  adding  costs  to  enable  IG  em- 
ployees to  participate  in  the  transit  benefit  prc^ram.  This  prc^ram 
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allows  Federal  agencies — at  their  discretion — to  cover  a  portioa  of 

the  out-of-pocket   costs  for  their  employees  who  chooee  to  take 

public  transit. 

Why  have  you  decided  to  provide  thi=  benefit? 
[The  information  follows:] 


All  organizations  •^.ihin  DOT  were  requirrt  ':  z^  —  -----    -  ---  -|-,^-^^  o^_^^. 

Program.  The  oroeram  is  based  in  regulati:  -    -  -  :  -   .  -    -- 

Transit  Bene"    ~         ;-    -  FY  1994  is  for  tr-    ..:  :  . -^^  -  -  ;     - 

gram.  The  a:  -     :  riade  to  partk-ii.  -=:      "  _   --  --- 

Travel  and  T-i-:-r  =  :-    :'  Petsoos.  TheOIG'is  -        -     -    -:  i  i  : 

Benefit  I*roerajr-.  5=-.:    :-,:  -    :  Jt  of  their  cars  ar:  ^:  ;     ^ 

needed  is  a  itudy  tc  ;:----  -T    :  leople  actually  c'i-^~:       -  .       .  - 

are  we  just  subs:'"  :  - .     -  -  -  ;   —  - '  " ?  costs  ■«-:•:--.,-  ^ i,;  -  r    -  -       - .  - 

highways.  GAO  .^   '  - ^  .         :    ■  :  .       a  9*»idy  a " :   s  . ;  —  ■   :    - 

later  than  June  30,  i£;9c.  .  -     -  ^     r  :--•::.  :  - 

have  pardcipaied  in  suci  p.-.f -i- .-    1.  .;     ...-._      .^.  i;..;__c  .-^  ;:;- 

vious  mode  of  commute  by  pa,-.  :  ; ;  ■  - . 

Mr.  Carr.  This  benefit  is  designed  to  increase  the  use  of  transit 
and  reduce  highway  congestion  in  our  cities.  However,  in  last 
year's  05T  hearing,  we  were  told  that  the  Department  had  no  way 
of  knowing  whether  or  not  the  employees  receiving  the  transit  ben- 
efit were  new  transit  users,  or  were  merely  getting  their  own  oper- 
ational subsidy  from  the  Government  for  an  activity  they  were 
going  to  engage  in  anyway. 

Knowing  that  the  IG  has  to  serve  as  a  model  for  the  Depamnrait, 
have  you  instituted  any  procedures  to  perhaps  show  the  Depart- 
ment how  to  run  a  more  targeted  transit  benefit  program  which  ac- 
tually attracts  new  transit  ridership? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Ilie  OIG  has  imptanented  the  program  in  acootdanee  with  prescribed  DOT 
dures  and  has  not  institated  any  other  procedures  in  an  .^i*M|M  to 
transit  riders.  As  prevkmsty  mentiooed.  GAO  is  reqiiked  to 
submit  a  report  to  Congress  no  later  than  choie  30,  1993  and, 
termine  the  previoas  mode  oi  mmm^f  by  partidfetmg  emfiayees.  Wi&  t  ^se- 
ness  of  GAO  5  review,  we  do  not  believe  it  is  cost  beneficial  far  the  OIG  tc  :  - :  y.a 
GAO  5  efTort-  We  have,  however,  investigated  allt»ggti«i«.  of  airises  t*-  "  "t  _•;- 
partment- 

DCAA  FL'>rDESG 

Mr.  Care.  This  committee  has  been  very  supportive  of  adequate 
funding  for  audits  of  DOT  contracts.  The  work  of  your  office  con- 
tinues to  show  weaknesses  in  contract  administration  within  FAA 
and  the  Coast  Guard.  In  fact,  your  list  of  the  Department's  biggest 
problems  once  again  this  year  included  FAA  and  Coast  Guard  ac- 
quisitions. Data  given  in  last  year's  hearing  indicated  that  DCAA 
contract  audits  saved  actual  or  potential  costs  of  over  S2-X>  million 
in  fiscal  year  1992. 

Given  the  importance  of  contract  audits  and  continuing  probl^ns 
in  acquisition,  why  are  you  requesting  less  funding  in  fiscal  year 
1994  for  DCAA  contract  audits  than  you  received  in  1993^ 

The  drop  is  from  S5.S59  million  in  fiscal  year  1993  to  S3. 4-51  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1994.  a  decrease  of  10.6  percent. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  decrease  :r  '-t  -  _--  -r;  _--■-:  '  -  ~'^A.\  contract  audij  is  a  result  oi  rsso 
factors— the  OIG  rr.T        .-  : -.  _ii:  ..-      ■>:  rrcm  ihe  Cornrnittee  for  FY  199? 

audit  services  and  IX" .\A  s  es:--;:r  ::  ijdit  hours  r.rr^i€-i  jn  FY  19^4  :c  — c^:  .'i.: 
projected  workJoad    Specific^.;..  ;.-.e  J'lG's  FY  19V4  budze:  estinzare  of  S?  4'     -:. 
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(61,284  hours  @  $56.31)  is  based  on  (i)  DCAA's  estimate  that  37,939  hours 
($2,136,345)  of  audit  effort  will  be  necessary  in  FY  1994;  (ii)  the  remainder  of  the 
hours  needed  to  eliminate  the  backlog  (2,445  hours  $137,678);  and  (iii)  Operating  Ad- 
ministration estimates  of  hours  required  for  audits  of  contracts  anticipated  to  be 
awarded  in  FY  1994:  20,900  hours  ($1,176,879). 

DCAA  AUDIT  REQUESTS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  request  a  DCAA  audit  of  a  particular  contract  not 
when  you  see  a  potential  problem,  but  when  the  administering 
agency,  such  as  FAA,  requests  such  an  audit.  I'm  not  sure  how 
strong  the  incentives  are  within  the  individual  agencies  to  ask  for 
these  audits,  since  that  request  probably  comes  from  the  program 
manager,  who  won't  get  to  keep  the  savings  in  his  budget  and  who 
could  be  criticized  for  allowing  problems  to  exist  in  the  first  place. 

Is  this  a  structural  problem  in  the  process  for  conducting  audits? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  our  view,  this  is  not  a  structural  problem  in  the  process  for  conducting  audits. 
Our  day  to  day  audit  activity  normally  does  not  provide  us  with  detailed  knowledge 
of  contractor  activity,  unless  during  a  given  audit  we  need  to  focus  on  a  specific  con- 
tract. If  problems  with  contractor  pricing  or  performance  are  identified  during  the 
course  of  such  audit  work,  we  would  request  a  special  audit  from  DCAA.  Otherwise, 
the  DOT  procurement  offices,  who  monitor  departmental  contracts  as  part  of  their 
daily  operations,  are  in  the  best  position  to  request  DCAA  audits.  Furthermore, 
having  procurement  offices  request  audits  is  a  basic  concept  embodied  in  the  Feder- 
al Acquisition  Regulation  (FAR),  which  provides  guidance  on  when  audits  should  be 
performed.  The  audit  requests  we  receive  comply  with  the  FAR  guidance.  If  the  pro- 
gram manager,  contracting  officer,  or  other  personnel  involved  in  managing  or  re- 
viewing the  day-to-day  activity  of  a  contractor  suspect  a  problem,  the  contracting 
officer  is  to  request  an  audit.  In  addition,  DOT  procurement  offices  send  us  many 
requests  to  audit  interim  project  costs  and  for  continuous  audit  surveillance.  We  re- 
ceive audit  requests  for  all  cost  contracts  over  $1  million  when  the  contract  is  phys- 
ically complete.  Our  experience  shows  the  administering  agencies  have  no  hesita- 
tion in  requesting  contract  audits. 

CONTRACT  AUDIT  BACKLOG 

Mr.  Carr.  When  will  your  contract  audit  backlog  be  fully  elimi- 
nated? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  of  March  31,  1993,  we  had  470  DCAA  audit  requests  outstanding.  However,  348 
of  these  requests — i.e.,  those  for  FYs  1992  and  1993 — represent  normal  work  in 
progress.  The  remaining  122  requests  sent  to  DCAA  in  FY  1991  and  prior  years  does 
comprise  a  backlog.  DCAA  has  made  a  commitment  to  eliminate  this  backlog  by 
fiscal  year  1997  or  1998.  As  a  first  step,  they  have  committed  to  complete  all  audits 
of  contractor's  incurred  costs  up  to  and  including  FY  1989  by  September  30,  1993. 
This  will  eliminate  48  requests  from  the  backlog.  With  the  decline  in  defense  work 
coupled  with  congressional  interest,  DCAA  has  been  putting  more  emphasis  on  this 
type  of  work,  especially  for  the  civilian  contracting  agencies. 

POTENTIAL  CONTRACT  AUDIT  BACKLOG 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  your  fiscal  year  1994  request  enough  to  prevent  a 
further  backlog  from  developing? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Based  on  current  estimates  obtained  from  the  operating  administrations,  adjusted 
to  reflect  actual  experience,  we  believe  our  fiscal  year  1994  request  will  be  sufficient 
to  prevent  a  further  backlog.  The  problem  that  caused  the  backlog  was  not  related 
to  funding.  Rather,  it  was  DCAA's  focus  on  its  Defense  work  and  insufficient  re- 
sources to  place  greater  attention  on  civil  agency  needs. 
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AUDIT  AND  INVESTIGATIVE  COMPUTER  INTEGRATION 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  your  plans  for  further  computer  upgrades  in 
the  Audit  and  Investigative  Computer  Integration  System,  and 
when  will  this  extensive  procurement  program  be  completed? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Congress  has  been  very  supportive  of  our  Audit,  Inspection 
and  Evaluation,  and  Investigative  Computer  Integration  System  (AICIS) 
program  since  it  was  initiated  in  early  FY  1990.  Since  then  we  have 
made  significant  progress  in  making  microcomputer  resources  available 
to  our  staff — improving  our  microcomputer  to  staff  ratio  from  1  micro  to 
every  3 . 3  staff  members  to  our  current  ratio  of  1  micro  to  every  1 . 2 
staff  members.  The  project  is  currently  scheduled  for  completion  at  the 
end  of  FY  1997,  at  a  total  cost  of  approximately  $3.0  million  over  eight 
years . 

•  Of  critical  need  in  FY  1994  is  the  replacement  of  the  OIG's  Mid- 
Range  Computer  which  will  be  seven  year  old  near  the  end  of 
the  FY  1993.  This  computer  resource  is  currently  at  maximum 
capacity  and  beginning  to  experience  hardware  failures  due  to 
its  age  (latest  example — 2  1/2-day  outage  in  February  1993). 
Also,  the  Operating  System  software  which  supports  the 
operation  of  the  Mid-Range  Computer  will  no  longer  be 
maintained  by  the  vehdor  after  January  1994.  Therefore,  it 
needs  to  be  replaced  when  the  hardware  is  upgraded. 
Continuing  to  use  this  version  of  the  software  will  expose  the 
OIG  to  potential  software  failures  which  could  impact  the  ability 
of  the  OIG  to  continue  efficient  operations.  The  Mid-Range 
Computer  (and  Operating  System  software)  is  scheduled  to  be 
replaced  in  the  fourth  quarter  of  FY  1993;  therefore,  continued 
funding  is  essential  to  make  the  lease  to  purchase  payments  in 
FY  1994.  Installation  of  LANs  in  the  remaining  OIG  Regional 
Offices  is  the  other  critically  needed  information  resource  in  FY 
1994.  Both  of  these  are  included  in  our  FY  1994  budget 
request. 

•  Our  major  AICIS  program  requirements  over  the  next  4  years 
include: 

In  FY  1994: 

Upgrade     of     Mid-Range     computer     system — 36     month 
Lease-to-Purchase,     beginning    fourth    quarter    of    FY 
1993  and  ending  fourth  quarter  of  FY   1996;   and 
Installation  of  Local  Area  Networks  in  our  Regional 
Offices . 
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During  the  FY  1995-1997  time  frame: 

Upgrade  of  Mid-Range  computer  system — 36  month 

Lease-to-Purchase  ending  fourth  quarter  of  FY  1996; 

Installation  of  remaining  Local  Area  Networks  in  Regional 

Subof  fices ; 

Replacement  of  portable  microcomputers; 

Procurements  of  additional  desktop  work  stations 

(to  achieve  a  ratio  of  1   micro  to  1   staff  member); 

Upgrades  of  Local  Area  Networks; 

Upgrades  of  desktop  work  stations; 

Installation  of  Executive  Information  System  software; 

and 

Replacements  of  outdated  desktop  microcomputers. 
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MID-RANGE  COMPUTER  SYSTEM  UPGRADE 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  justification  states  that  the  mid-range  computer 
system  upgrade  will  result  in  cost  savings  from  increased  staff  pro- 
ductivity. 

Exactly  what  savings  are  estimated,  and  how  will  they  be  meas- 
ured? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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As  previously  indicated,  the  upgrade  of  the  OIG's  Mid-Range 
Processor  is  critically  needed  in  FY  1994.  This  processor  upgrade  will 
provide  additional  capacity,  allowing  the  OIG  to  expand  its  utilization 
into  areas  not  previously  addressed  because  of  the  lack  of  resources. 
The  productivity  enhancements  realized  from  the  upgrade  will  be  in  the 
form  of  increased  quality,  coverage  and  timeliness  of  audits,  inspections 
and  evaluations,   and  investigations. 

The  primary  use  of  the  expanded  capacity  will  be  to  support  an 
architecture  (client/server)  which  will  allow  audit,  inspections  and 
evaluations,  and  investigative  staff  to  easily  access  and  analyze 
departmental  mainframe-based  information  directly  from  their  desktop 
workstations  without  having  to  know  where  that  information  is  stored  or 
processed.  Productivity  enhancements  in  this  area  include  the  abiUty 
to  examine  larger  amounts  of  data  more  extensively — resulting  in  audits, 
inspections  and  evaluations,  and  investigations  of  greater  depth  and 
expanded  scope.  The  ability  to  automate  the  analysis  of  large  amounts 
of  data  will  also  allow  the  work  to  be  accomplished  in  a  more  timely 
manner.  The  client/server  architecture  will  also  allow  OIG  staff  to 
perform  audits,  inspections  and  evaluations,  and  investigations  not 
previously  attempted  because  of  the  difficulty  in  extracting  automated 
information  from  departmental  mainframes,  and  the  extensive  amounts  of 
data  which  needed  to  be  analyzed. 

The  increased  capacity  will  also  allow  for  enhancements  to  the 
administrative  systems  supporting  the  OIG,  thus  improving  the 
productivity  of  the  administrative  and  management  functions.  This  will 
include  enhancements  to  the  OIG's  Management  Information  System  (MIS) 
budget  preparation  and  execution  subsystems,  including  the  addition  of 
modules  to  track  and  reconcile  financial  information.  Other  MIS 
enhancements  will  support  the  management  of  audits,  inspections  and 
evaluations,     and     investigations.  These     enhancements     include     the 

addition  of  an  intelligence  system  for  investigations,  and  DCAA,  A- 128 
and  CFO  tracking  systems  for  audits.  Another  major  planned  MIS 
enhancement  is  the  central  storage,  and  retrieval  of  OIG 
correspondence,  audit  reports,  inspections  and  evaluations  reports, 
reports  of  investigations,  and  investigative  case  files.  This  central 
document  storage  will  be  integrated  with  the  desktop  workstations  and 
use  both  "key  word"  and  "text"  search  capabilities  for  document 
retrieval,   allowing  for  quick  research  of  prior  work  performed. 
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AUDIT  STAFF  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  how  you  intend  to  allocate  the  reduc- 
tion of  7  staff-years  in  the  office  of  auditing  among  the  various 
functional  areas — aviation,  marine,  surface,  et  cetera — and  tell  us 
how  you  arrived  at  that  decision. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  reduction  was  taken  in  our  regional  office  structure.  We  reduced  the  field  of- 
fices because  most  of  the  Hotline  Complaints  the  field  offices  received  previously  are 
now  referred  to  the  Insp)ections  and  Evaluations  staff  for  review  and  because  we  cut 
back  on  protective  audit  work. 

INSPECTIONS  AND  EVALUATIONS  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  fiscal  year  1994  budget  includes  $1.1  million  for 
20  staff-years  in  the  Office  of  Inspections  and  Evaluations,  an  in- 
crease of  1  staff-year  over  fiscal  year  1993.  This  office  performs 
quick  turnaround  assignments,  many  at  congressional  request, 
which  do  not  fit  into  either  the  audit  or  investigative  category. 

Your  justifications  disclose  that  6  of  the  20  positions  in  the  office 
are  what  I  might  call  overhead — management,  supervision,  and 
clerical  support.  That  is,  30  percent  of  the  total  staffing,  which  is  a 
higher  percentage  than  in  the  IG's  other  line  divisions.  How  do  you 
justify  such  high  overhead  staffing  in  this  office? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Inspections  and  Evaluations'  (I&E)  current  staff  structure  is  justified  by  the  need 
to  conduct  quick  turn-around  reviews  of  various  complex  and  potentially  sensitive 
issues;  by  the  geographical  dispersion  of  the  organization's  small  staff  among  head- 
quarters and  two  regional  offices  (Washington,  D.C.  and  Chicago);  and  by  the  nu- 
merous high  level  contacts  required  of  I&E  personnel  (e.g.,  Department,  Congress, 
other  agencies,  industry,  and  private  organizations).  These  factors,  combined  with 
the  I&E's  sizable  mission,  necessitates  an  experienced  and  competent  journeyman 
level  staff  and  supervisors. 

Regarding  clerical  and  supervisory  staff,  I&E  possesses  only  two  clerical  support 
personnel  for  a  total  staff  of  20,  not  an  excessive  ratio.  Similarly,  all  I&E  superviso- 
ry personnel  are  considered  "working  assets",  actively  participating  in  all  facets  of 
the  office's  work  (e.g.,  inspections,  evaluations,  congressional  requests,  hotline  com- 
plaints, and  workplan  proposals).  For  instance,  each  regional  staff  comprises  a  GM- 
15  Regional  Inspections  Manager,  GM-14  deputy,  and  two  GM-13  management  ana- 
lysts. The  GM-13s  are  responsible  for  planning  and  executing  I&E  projects,  as  well 
as  providing  technical  oversight  of  the  junior  analysts.  The  GM-14,  while  serving  as 
the  Deputy  Regional  Inspections  Manager,  is  also  actively  involved  in  planning,  exe- 
cuting, and  overseeing  major  I&E  projects.  Finally,  even  the  GM-15  Regional  In- 
spections Manager  is  frequently  called  upon  to  oversee  and  manage  major  I&E 
projects,  such  as  the  review  of  FAA's  1988  streamlining  reorganization.  In  practice, 
therefore,  I&E's  overhead  can  be  seen  as  being  far  less  than  30  percent,  given  the 
significant  technical  and  analytical  work  performed  by  the  supervisory  staff. 

Mr.  Carr.  Some  of  the  assignments  of  this  office,  as  described  in 
the  justifications,  would  appear  to  fit  into  your  traditional  audit  or 
investigation  functions.  For  example,  the  evaluation  of  the  Depart- 
ment's regulatory  process  could  be  done  as  a  regular  audit. 

Have  you  developed  specific  guidelines  to  determine  when  jobs 
are  assigned  to  the  I&E  unit  as  opposed  to  audit  or  investigation? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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We  have  developed  guidelines  for  determining  which  cases  are 
assigned  to  I&E.  As  a  rule,  those  issues  that  require  a  quick 
turnaround  (4-6  weeks)  and  can  be  done  with  minimal  personnel 
resources,  usually  involve  interview-intensive  research  (versus  paper- 
intensive),  and/or  allow  use  of  extant  information  as  opposed  to 
conducting  original  research,  will  be  done  by  I&E.  Likewise,  projects 
requiring  detailed  performance /financial  reviews  or  investigations  of 
alleged  criminal  activities  are  handled  by  the  audit  and  investigation 
organizations ,   respectively . 

Our  review  of  the  Department's  regulatory  process  is  a  good 
example  of  the  above  guidelines.  While  this  project  could  have  been 
done  as  an  audit,  a  "snapshot"  evaluation  was  deemed  more  appropriate 
given  the  magnitude  of  the  project  and  the  Secretary's  short  deadline. 
In  the  end,  our  assessment  was  not  only  very  effective  in  identifying 
the  key  problem  areas,  but  also  more  timely  (e.g.,  completed  within  6 
weeks)  than  if  the  project  had  been  conducted  as  a  full  audit. 

As  a  comparison  to  audits  and  investigations,  I&E  conducts 
various  types  of  projects,  including:  inspections,  inquiries  (hotline 
complaints  and  congressional  requests),  evaluations,  verifications,  and 
special  studies.  The  following  chart  describes  the  characteristics  of 
these  projects. 
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Inspections        o  Focused  reviews  of  one  or  more  policies,  issues,  or  organizational  functions. 

o  Primary  emphasis  is  on  determining  compliance  with  stated  regulations,  policies,  or 

procedures, 
o  Sources  of  inspection  topics  include:  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  the 

Inspector  General,  DOT  operating  administrations.  Congress,  0MB,  and  the  media. 


Inquiries  o  Very  narrow  scope,  containing  one  or  more  specific  allegations. 

o  Congressional  requests  to  the  OIG  to  examine  specific  complaints,  alleged  fraud. 

etc. 
o  Hotline  complaints,  alleging  abuses  and/or  fraud. 


Evaluations       o  Broad,  systemic  reviews  of  DOT  programs,  policies,  and/or  processes. 

o  Primary  emphasis  is  on  improving  performance  (versus  ensuring  compliance), 
o  Frequently  initiated  at  the  request  of  the  "evaluated"  DOT  organization. 


Verifications      o  Follow-up  reviews  to  verify  corrective  action  taken  on  previously  reporied 
problems, 
o  Normally  conducted  2-S  years  after  issuance  of  the  official  report. 


Special  o  Special  requests  by  the  Congress  and  IXDT  Secretary,  Administrators, 

Studies  and/or  Inspector  General. 

o  May  include  various  types  of  projects,  ranging  from  general  management 
studies  to  specific  data  collection  and  analyses. 
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FAA  S  REORGANIZATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  justifications  describe  a  review  of  the  FAA's  1988 
streamlining  reorganization.  This  was  a  major  reorganization. 
Wouldn't  the  evaluation  of  such  a  comprehensive  organizational 
change  have  been  more  appropriately  conducted  under  the  rigor 
and  procedures  of  your  audit  process  rather  than  as  a  quick  evalua- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  with  our  evaluation  of  the  Department's  regulatory  process,  an  evaluation  of 
the  FAA's  1988  reorganization  (known  as  straightlining)  was  deemed  more  appropri- 
ate than  a  full  audit.  In  this  case,  the  magnitude  of  the  restructuring,  combined 
with  the  lack  of  measurable  criteria  made  a  full  audit  impractical.  An  interview- 
intensive  evaluation,  therefore,  was  the  most  effective  approach  for  assessing  the 
"overall"  impact  of  straightlining  on  FAA's  communication  and  policy  execution. 

To  achieve  the  inspection  goal  and  objectives  of  this  review,  the  I&E  team  (com- 
posed of  a  Regional  Inspections  Manager  and  four  experienced  inspectors)  contacted 
over  135  representatives  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and  aviation 
community.  The  team  also  evaluated  three  selected  case  studies  targeting  communi- 
cation and  policy  execution  issues.  Though  interviews  and  analysis  of  the  case  stud- 
ies, the  team  sought  a  balanced  perspective  of  how  straightlining  affected  communi- 
cation and  policy  execution  both  in  general  and  in  specific  situations. 

INVESTIGATIONS  AND  EVALUATIONS  PERFORMANCE  STANDARDS 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  products  of  the  I&E  unit  expected  to  meet  the 
same  performance  standards  for  documentation,  supportability, 
and  writing  as  other  IG,  and  if  not,  in  which  areas  are  the  stand- 
ards relaxed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

All  I&E  official  work  products  have  and  will  continue  to  meet  the  President's 
Council  on  Integrity  and  Efficiency  (PCIS)  "Quality  Standards  for  Inspections."  The 
PCIE  standards  establish  documentation,  supportability,  and  writing  guidelines 
similar  to  those  adopted  by  the  audit  community,  but  tailored  for  inspection  organi- 
zations within  the  inspector  general  community.  As  a  complement  to  the  PCIE 
standards,  I&E  is  developing  internal  policies  that  further  define  the  organization's 
work  requirements.  Some  of  these  policies  include:  project  planning,  documentation, 
data  analysis,  and  report  formulation. 

AVIATION  DATA  COLLECTION 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  31,  you  state  that  you  are  evaluating  DOT's 
use  of  aviation  financial  and  statistical  data  collected  by  RSPA 
after  American  Airlines  complained  that  this  data  is  used  infre- 
quently and  is  available  from  other  sources.  It  almost  sounds  as  if 
you  performed  this  review  at  the  request  or  urging  of  a  private  air- 
line. 

Is  that  so? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  evaluation  of  RSPA's  aviation  data  collection  effort  was  not  initiated  in  re- 
sponse to  the  American  Airlines'  complaint.  In  fact,  this  issue  had  been  under  con- 
sideration for  some  time,  including  preliminary  discussion  with  RSPA  personnel. 
The  project  was  finally  initiated  at  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Inspector  General, 
who  saw  it  as  an  excellent  I&E  project.  The  American  Airlines  complaint  was  only 
one  of  several  factors  used  in  determining  that  a  review  was  warranted. 

I&E  topics  are  generated  from  three  primary  sources.  First,  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  (OST),  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG),  and  the  Con- 
gress may  direct  topics  for  review.  Second,  I&E  conducts  an  on-going  program  to 
identify  potential  inspection  and  evaluation  topics.  Finally,  topics  may  originate 
from  various  other  sources,  including  DOT  operating  administrations,  the  media, 
and  the  OIG  hotline. 
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Potential  topics  are  evaluated  to:  (1)  determine  their  prospective  benefit  to  the  De- 
partment, (2)  identify  previous  or  bn-going  coverage  of  the  subject  by  other  offices, 
(3)  examine  whether  the  project  would  fulfill  one  or  more  OIG  strategic  objectives, 
and  (4)  determine  whether  the  project  is  feasible  within  available  resources.  Viable 
projects  are  merged  into  the  I&E  annual  workplan,  which  includes  a  listing  of  all 
potential  projects  for  the  fiscal  year,  and  the  rationale  for  conducting  the  project. 
The  annual  workplan  is  coordinated  with  OIG  audit  and  investigations  to  prevent 
duplication  of  effort.  The  final  I&E  workplan  serves  as  the  organization's  key  plan- 
ning document,  although  adjustments  may  occur  to  accommodate  special  requests 
from  Congress  or  OST,  or  to  address  emerging  issues. 

PROACTIVE  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  advised  the  Committee  of  a  renewed 
focus  on  proactive  investigations — ones  in  which  you  plan  your  in- 
volvement up  front,  rather  than  responding  to  a  request,  hot  line 
tip,  or  other  source. 

What  areas  have  you  been  investigating  in  these  proactive  cases, 
and  why  were  they  selected  over  other  are£is? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  68  pending  proactive  investigations  in  our  inventory  as  of  April  1,  1993. 
This  category  covers  a  wide  range  of  investigative  subject  areas  including  motor  fuel 
task  forces;  various  forms  of  SUPs,  both  aviation  and  non-aviation;  statewide  and 
regional  bid  rigging  efforts;  broad  disadvantaged  business  enterprise  (DBE)  reviews; 
and  investigative  surveys  of  several  types  of  grant  and  contract  activity. 

Areas  such  as  SUPs,  motor  fuel  excise  tax  evasion,  and  bid  rigging  were  chosen 
for  proactive  review  based  on  the  regional  and  sometimes  national  scope  of  those 
activities.  Businesses  often  deal  in  SUPs  with  other  companies  throughout  the 
nation.  Individuals  and  companies  will  frequently  own  or  operate  fuel  distributor- 
ships in  more  than  one  state,  and  the  interstate  character  of  the  roadbuilding  indus- 
try, where  bid  rigging  is  most  prevalent,  is  well  known. 

Grant  contract  and  DBE  proactive  investigations  address  more  traditional  OIG  in- 
vestigative categories.  In  the  last  6  months,  grant  and  contract  fraud  investigations 
comprised  27  percent  of  our  total  caseload.  Because  of  increased  funding  for  high- 
ways and  mass  transportation,  we  anticipate  substantially  increased  grant,  contract- 
ing and  purchasing  activities  involving  several  DOT  Operating  Administrations. 

Finally,  in  determining  whether  to  apply  investigative  resources  to  these  areas 
and  others,  we  utilized  simple  common  sense  with  respect  to  developing  patters  and 
trends. 

The  Inspector  General  instructed  the  Office  of  Investigations  to  identify  areas  of 
interest  within  the  regions  based  upon  the  OIG's  top  investigative  priorities  and  to 
incorporate  proactive  initiatives  for  those  areas  of  interest  in  their  regional  plan- 
ning documents. 

The  results  of  the  Inspector  General's  initiative  is  that  the  Office  of  Investigations 
is  constantly  engaged  in  ferreting  out  new  areas  of  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  within 
the  Department  of  Transportation. 

INVESTIGATIONS — CLERICAL  POSITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  auditing,  clerical  positions  represent  0  percent  of 
the  total.  In  investigations,  they  represent  15  percent. 
Why  is  there  such  a  difference? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  total  investigations  staff  is  84  with  13  administrative/clerical  positions.  Two 
of  these  13  positions  are  Headquarters  administrative  positions  with  no  clerical 
duties.  These  positions  are  the  Hotline  Complaint  Center  Specialist  and  the  Investi- 
gative Services  Coordinator.  (In  our  FY  1994  budget  submission,  these  positions 
were  inadvertently  reflected  in  both  the  administrative/clerical  column  and  the  hot- 
line complaint  center  column.  In  actuality,  two  of  the  administrative/clerical  posi- 
tions should  have  been  added  to  the  reactive/proactive/preliminary  inquiry 
column.)  The  Complaint  Center  Specialist  receives,  processes,  monitors,  and  reviews 
all  complaints  received  by  the  DOT/OIG  hotline  which  result  in  investigations  by 
the  OIG  or  the  respective  Operating  Administrations.  The  Investigative  Services  Co- 
ordinator handles  the  processing  of  all  special  U.S.  Marshal  deputation  requests. 
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consensual  monitoring  requests,  National  Crime  Information  Center  checks,  and 
Dun  &  Bradstreet  checks;  performs  firearms  coordination  with  the  field  offices; 
tracks  requests  for  confidential  funds  to  support  undercover  operations;  and  moni- 
tors congressional  inquiries.  The  remaining  11  clerical  positions  comprise  13  percent 
of  our  total  investigations  staff  rather  than  15  percent.  To  provide  geographical  in- 
vestigative coverage  and  coordination,  there  is  a  clerical  position  in  each  of  the 
seven  regional  offices  across  the  country  and  a  part-time  clerical  position,  which 
represents  one-half  of  a  full-time  position,  in  one  of  our  busiest  offices.  That  part- 
time  employee's  duties  include  providing  clerical  support  for  both  the  audit  and  in- 
vestigations staffs.  The  investigative  Headquarters  office  provides  general  oversight 
for  all  criminal  investigations,  monitors  investigative  matters  referred  to  the  DOT 
Operating  Administrations,  and  provides  support  to  OIG  Audits  and  Inspections  and 
Evaluations  as  needed. 

OIG  Policy,  Planning  and  Resources  Division  projects  a  total  of  37  positions,  in- 
cluding 5  clerical  positions,  or  some  13  percent  clerical.  OIG  Inspections  and  Evalua- 
tions will  carry  a  10  percent  clerical  staff,  or  2  of  20  total  positions  when  fully 
staffed.  OIG  Audits  comprises  the  bulk  of  the  OIG  positions,  with  a  total  staff  of  344. 
Audits  has  30  clerical  support  positions,  which  equates  to  approximately  9  percent 
of  its  total  staff.  Thus  the  difference  in  percentages  should  not  be  interpreted  to  sug- 
gest a  disproportionate  presence  of  clerical  positions  within  the  investigative  staff. 

SUSPECTED  UNAPPROVED  PARTS  INVESTIGATIVE  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  justifications  state  that  you  are  using  approxi- 
mately half  of  your  investigative  resources  in  a  single  area — sus- 
pected unapproved  parts.  Given  that  such  concentration  of  re- 
sources reduces  the  resources  available  for  other  transportation 
problem  areas,  I  am  wondering  how  you  justify  using  such  a  large 
percentage  of  your  workforce  in  this  one  area. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  figures  indicate  that  during  FY  1992,  we  devoted  24  percent  of  our  investiga- 
tive resources  to  suspected  unapproved  parts  (SUPs),  and  in  FY  1993  to  date,  31  per- 
cent. We  have  concentrated  our  resources  in  this  area  because  safety  in  transporta- 
tion is  the  number  one  priority  of  the  Department.  One  small  bogus  or  counterfeit 
part  can  cause  significant  damage  to  an  aircraft,  and  may  result  in  loss  of  life.  Be- 
cause of  the  potential  safety  considerations,  we  have  also  made  our  SUPs  program 
our  number  one  agency  priority. 

This  priority  was  accorded  during  the  latter  part  of  1991,  when  the  number  of 
complaints  we  received  on  this  issue  rose  dramatically.  In  analyzing  the  complaints, 
the  patterns  we  discerned  indicated  that  the  problem  was  not  localized  to  one  par- 
ticular area  or  segment  of  the  market.  We  were  finding  counterfeit  parts  originating 
from  unknown  sources  and  being  sold  by  unlicensed  brokers.  We  were  also  finding 
components  containing  bogus  or  substandard  parts,  originating  from  certified  repair 
stations. 

Along  with  these  complaints  from  various  sources  were  indications  that  FAA-re- 
quired  documentation  was  being  falsified,  and  these  falsifications  misrepresented 
the  condition  of  the  part.  The  intentional  falsification  of  FAA-required  documenta- 
tion is  a  Federal  crime,  and  the  OIG  investigates  such  allegations.  The  OIG  was  also 
aware  that  the  FAA  surveillance  system  assumes  vendor  integrity  and  is  not  struc- 
tured to  detect  fraud. 

The  above  stated  facts,  coupled  with  the  aging  aircraft  issue,  which  results  in  a 
reduction  of  new  replacement  parts  being  available  on  the  market,  and  the  weak 
economic  condition  of  the  industry,  increased  the  likelihood  of  infiltration  of  SUPs 
into  the  nation's  transportation  system.  These  are  the  primary  reasons  why  the  OIG 
used  a  significant  portion  of  its  resources  in  this  one  area. 

These  types  of  investigations  are  complex  and  take  an  average  of  1  to  2  years 
each  to  bring  to  successful  prosecution.  In  conducting  these  investigations,  our 
agents  seize  the  parts  in  question;  review  all  associated  documents  and  records; 
work  with  the  FAA,  various  testing  laboratories  and  original  parts  manufacturers 
to  determine  authenticity  of  the  parts;  interview  witnesses  on  technical  issues;  and, 
ultimately,  provide  investigative  support  to  United  States  Attorneys  and  grand 
juries  during  the  criminal  prosecution  phase  of  the  cases. 

Furthermore,  this  is  just  the  tip  of  the  iceberg.  The  OIG  used  this  first  proactive 
prototype  to  develop  several  more.  The  next  nationwide  proactive  effort  will  cover  a 
different  problem,  several  modes  of  transportation,  and  will  be  announced  in  May. 


470 

MOTOR  FUEL  TAX  EVASION 

Mr.  Carr.  One  bread-and-butter  issue  area  for  the  IG  is  motor 
fuel  tax  evasion,  since  work  in  this  area  recovers  funds  directly  for 
the  United  States  Treasury.  Your  justification  states  that  for  every 
dollar  spent  pursuing  gas  tax  evasion,  the  net  return  to  the  Treas- 
ury is  $39.  Your  justification  states  that  in  fiscal  year  1992  your 
office  participated  in  several  motor  fuel  tax  evasion  task  forces 
where  resources  permitted. 

Is  this  an  area  which  might  have  received  greater  resources  if 
unapproved  parts  had  not  received  such  a  large  share  of  the  inves- 
tigative budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  OIG  is  striving,  within  the  confines  of  its  limited  investigative  resources,  to 
provide  all  possible  support  to  the  motor  fuel  tax  evasion  effort,  and  we  are  current- 
ly participating  on  four  formal  task  forces.  In  pursuing  these  criminal  investiga- 
tions, our  agents  are  working  jointly  with  the  FBI,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  and 
various  state  agencies.  A  number  of  the  task  forces  are  involved  in  covert  oper- 
ations, which  heavily  involve  the  use  of  electronic  and  other  types  of  surveillance. 
Our  agents  are  analyzing  records,  transcribing  electronically  monitored  conversa- 
tions, interviewing  witnesses,  serving  subpoenas,  and  assisting  in  grand  jury  investi- 
gations. The  task  forces  are  very  active,  and  we  are  participating  in  and  supporting 
their  operations  to  the  maximum  extent  possible. 

The  complexity  of  these  investigations  demands  a  full  time  commitment  for  the 
assigned  agents  and  precludes  their  involvement  in  other  OIG  investigations. 

In  FY  1992,  we  expended  2  percent  of  our  investigative  resources  on  the  motor 
fuel  tax  evasion  initiative.  During  the  same  period,  however,  our  investigative  man- 
agers and  agents  also  spent  a  substantial  amount  of  time  receiving  training  from 
the  Federation  of  Tax  Administrators  for  these  specialized  investigations. 

Additional  motor  fuel  tax  evasion  task  forces  have  asked  us  to  expand  our  staffing 
and  support  of  their  efforts.  We  fully  expect  to  increase  our  participation  on  at  least 
four  additional  motor  fuel  excise  tax  evasion  task  forces  in  FY  1994. 

INVESTIGATIONS — PERFORMANCE  INDICATORS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  note  from  your  justification  data  that  since  fiscal 
year  1990,  the  annual  number  of  cases  closed  has  been  going  up, 
but  the  number  of  adverse  actions  such  as  indictments,  convictions, 
and  administrative  actions  has  gone  down. 

Is  there  a  relationship  between  these  two  performance  indica- 
tors? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  (1)  our  case  inventory  has  grown  each  year,  (2)  we  are 
working  far  more  complicated  cases  than  a  few  years  ago,  and  (3)  the  increased  clos- 
ing figures  are  consistent  with  processing  a  greater  workload.  Many  of  the  indict- 
ments and  convictions  obtained  in  1990  resulted  from  the  FAA  pilot  match  investi- 
gations conducted  by  our  office.  These  results  created  a  "spike"  in  those  perform- 
ance categories,  pushing  them  will  above  the  results  of  other  years,  and  the  courts 
of  appeal  dismissed  several  of  those  pilot  match  cases.  Fiscal  years  1991  and  1992 
were  transitional  years  in  which  the  FAA  pilot  match  investigations  wound  down 
and  the  OIG  became  more  involved  in  more  complex  cases  such  as  SUPs  and  motor 
fuel  excise  tax  evasion.  The  great  majority  of  these  cases  are  complex  matters  which 
are  being  worked  jointly  with  other  investigative  agencies  and  coordinated  with  the 
U.S.  Attorneys'  offices.  This  office  intentionally  went  after  larger,  more  complex 
cases.  In  fulfilling  our  role,  however,  the  proactive  work  has  not  displaced  our  re- 
sponsibility to  investigate  those  matters  brought  to  us  through  traditional  law  en- 
forcement channels  such  as  hotline  complaints. 

Perhaps  the  best  example  that  there  is  no  significant  relationship  between  an  in- 
crease in  case  closings  and  a  decrease  in  administrative  actions  or  prosecutions  is 
the  results  of  our  investigations  for  the  first  6  months  of  FY  1993.  During  that 
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period,  159  cases  were  closed,  and  65  indictments  zind  100  administrative  actions 
were  obtained. 

Nevertheless,  the  OIG  will  continue  to  closely  monitor  the  conduct  and  supervi- 
sion of  all  its  cases  to  ensure  that  quality  investigations  are  performed  and  related 
judicial  or  administration  actions  are  taken  in  a  timely  manner. 

COST  RECOVERIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Similarly,  criminal  fines,  civil  judgments,  and  other 
cost  recoveries  have  been  going  down  rather  significantly  since  the 
late  1980's.  For  example,  in  1989  $27.1  million  was  awarded;  in 
1990  $85.9  million  was  awarded;  yet  in  1992  only  $2.9  million  was 
awarded.  What  accounts  for  such  a  drop? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Recoveries,  awards,  and  cost  avoidances  resulting  from  our  investigations  will 
vary  considerably  from  year  to  year.  These  figures  are  attributable  to  specific  cases 
which  may  be  unique  in  nature  and  may  occur  only  periodically.  While  the  $2.9  mil- 
lion for  1992  is  somewhat  low,  the  figures  for  1989  and  1990  are  well  above  the 
norm.  In  1989,  a  total  of  $16.3  million  in  civil  recoveries  was  obtained  from  highway 
contractors  in  two  investigations.  Another  $4.7  million  in  restitutions  and  cost  sav- 
ings resulted  from  two  other  cases.  In  1990,  a  qui  tam  suit  and  investigation  of  sub- 
standard helicopter  engines  resulted  in  a  $17.9  million  settlement  with  the  Govern- 
ment. The  U.S.  Coast  Guard  also  was  able  to  avoid  $60  million  in  related  mainte- 
nance costs  as  a  result  of  this  investigation.  The  $12.3  million  for  1991,  which  was 
not  included  in  your  question,  more  closely  typifies  monetary  savings  which  could 
be  expected  in  a  year.  As  further  demonstration  of  the  unpredictable  character  of 
monetary  recoveries,  consider  that  our  figure  for  the  first  6  months  of  FY  1993  is 
$18.1  million,  as  compared  to  $2.9  million  for  all  of  FY  1992.  Settlements  in  two  in- 
vestigations comprise  $16  million  of  the  $18.1  million  realized  thus  far  in  FY  1993. 

HOT  LINE  COMPLAINTS 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  your  justifications,  you  received  a  total  of 
471  hot  line  complaints  in  fiscal  year  1992.  That's  less  than  one 
and  a  half  complaints  a  day — assuming  the  hot  line  is  available 
each  day.  I  have  this  image  of  your  hot  line  staff  sitting  in  a  room 
all  day  waiting  for  that  one  call. 

Is  it  possible  to  encourage  and  promote  greater  usage  of  the  IG 
hot  line? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Although  471  hotline  complaints  required  response  or  action  (opening  a  hotline 
case)  in  FY  1992,  this  number  does  not  reflect  the  volume  of  telephone  calls  received' 
at  the  Complaint  Center.  The  toll  free  number  receives  an  average  of  300  calls 
monthly,  most  of  which  are  either  misdirected  or  informational,  but  nevertheless 
time  consuming.  Additionally,  approximately  50  letters  are  received  annually,  and 
although  they  are  not  entered  into  our  tracking  system,  they  require  a  followup 
letter  to  the  complainant  advising  how  to  pursue  a  particular  concern.  The  Com- 
plaint Center  specialist  is  also  responsible  for  reviewing  all  findings  and  advising 
the  complainant  of  the  results.  The  Hotline  Center  is  staffed  Monday  through 
Friday  from  7:30  a.m.  to  4:30  p.m.  A  telephone  recorder  is  used  to  capture  calls  after 
hours  and  on  weekends. 

The  hotline  is  promoted  through  posters,  employee  payroll  statements,  the  De- 
partmental telephone  directory,  and  the  semiannual  reports  to  Congress.  Further, 
as  part  of  the  "Initiative  to  Streamline  Government,"  the  hotline  number  was  pub- 
lished in  every  major  newspaper  nationwide  and  announced  on  all  television  sta- 
tions. The  first  2  days  of  the  initiative  resulted  in  250  additional  incoming  calls.  The 
weekday  hours  were  extended  to  6:00  p.m.,  and  two  additional  staff  members  were 
detailed  full  time  to  answer  calls.  At  the  request  of  the  White  House,  the  hotline 
was  also  staffed  for  the  first  two  weekends  from  9:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.  To  date,  over 
800  calls  have  been  received  as  a  result  of  the  White  House's  initiative. 

Mr.  Carr.  A  couple  of  days  ago  members  of  the  union  represent- 
ing FAA's  maintenance  technicians  were  before  us  stating  that 
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there  were  serious  problems  in  FAA's  field  maintenance  manage- 
ment, but  that  many  employees  were  reluctant  to  speak  out.  We 
sometimes  receive  similar  reports  from  individual  controllers  and 
inspectors,  who  are  after  all,  our  first  line  of  defense  against 
breaches  of  aviation  safety.  I  know  you  occasionally  get  calls  from 
such  employees.  But  my  guess  is  that  you  don't  get  very  many — 
that  you're  only  skimming  the  surface  of  the  problems  out  there. 

How  do  you  advertise  or  encourage  use  of  the  hot  line  among 
field  personnel  such  as  those  in  the  FAA,  and  particularly  those  in 
safety  sensitive  positions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  hotline  is  advertised  throughout  the  FAA  by  printing  the  telephone  number 
on  DOT  employee  payroll  statements.  A  hotline  poster  has  been  distributed 
throughout  the  FAA,  and  the  phone  numbers  are  listed  in  the  Departmental  tele- 
phone directory.  The  greatest  number  of  calls  received  and  processed  through  the 
OIG  hotline  system  is  from  FAA  employees. 

SUGGESTIONS  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  justification  states  that  you  have  recently  insti- 
tuted a  suggestions  program,  primarily  to  achieve  cost  savings  and 
improvements  within  the  IG  organization  itself. 

What  were  some  of  the  best  suggestions  received  to  date,  and 
have  you  saved  any  money? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  FY  1992,  14  suggestions  were  submitted  by  OIG  employees.  The  suggestions  in- 
volved a  wide  range  of  recommendations  and  reflected  the  significant  interest  in 
this  new  program.  Some  of  the  topics  included:  cross  training  of  audit/ investigative 
employees,  establishing  hotline  centers  in  all  operating  administrations  of  DOT, 
managerial  training  of  new  supervisors,  workplace  diversity  improvements,  etc. 

Though  we  were  not  able  to  adopt  all  of  the  suggestions  due  to  effectiveness  or 
cost  efficiency  reasons,  we  have  been  pleased  with  the  creative  energy  reflected  in 
the  suggestions.  One  of  these  suggestions  was  adopted  which  involved  the  use  of 
automated  labels  for  audit  reports.  Although  this  suggestion  did  not  result  in  sub- 
stantial tangible  monetary  benefits,  the  intangible  benefits  resulting  from  the  time 
saved  by  OIG  auditors  in  manually  labeling  the  reports  supported  its  adoption.  We 
continue  to  believe  the  OIG  suggestion  program  is  beneficial  in  that  it  provides  em- 
ployees an  opportunity  to  submit  constructive  ideas  that  may  lead  to  cost  savings 
initiates  and/or  organizational  improvements. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1992  LAPSED  FUNDS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  caused  the  lapsing  of  the  $273,000  in  fiscal  year 
1992  funds,  as  shown  on  page  iv  of  the  budget  justifications,  and  do 
you  anticipate  lapsing  any  fiscal  year  1993  funds? 

[The  information  follows:] 

During  fiscal  year  1992  the  OIG  established  the  Office  of  Inspections  and  Evalua- 
tions. Funding  for  this  new  operation  was  made  available  through  the  transfer  of 
$490,000  in  audit  and  $405,000  in  field  investigative  resources.  It  was  estimated  that 
12  positions  and  6  FTEs  would  be  required  in  fiscal  year  1992.  However,  staffing  of 
this  office  was  slower  than  anticipated  and,  as  a  result,  only  6  to  12  budgeted  posi- 
tions were  filled  by  year  end.  Consequently,  some  of  the  funds  anticipated  for  per- 
sonnel compensation  and  benefits  and  other  associated  costs  lapsed.  Currently,  the 
Office  of  Inspections  and  Evaluations  is  fully  staffed. 

In  order  to  cover  unforeseen  liabilities  chargeable  to  the  fiscal  year,  but  not  dis- 
closed until  after  the  year  has  closed,  the  OIG  normally  allows  for  about  a  .003 
lapse  rate  annually  ($72,876  lapsed  in  fiscal  year  1991).  However,  we  do  not  antici- 
pate a  significant  amount  of  lapsing  to  occur  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

As  the  OIG  we  are  always  sensitive  to  fiscal  year-end  spending.  Therefore,  al- 
though it  exceeded  our  normal  lapse  rate,  we  acted  in  what  we  believed  to  be  a  pru- 
dent manner  and  lapsed  the  remaining  inspections  and  evaluations  funds. 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1994  PAY  RAISE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  the  additional  funding  which  would  be 
required  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  fully  fund  a  Federal  employee  pay 
raise  of:  3.0  percent;  and  3.5  percent. 

[The  information  follows:] 

To  fully  fund  a  federal  employee  pay  raise  of  3.0  percent  would  require  an  addi- 
tional $544,000.  Additional  funding  of  $635,000  would  be  needed  to  fund  a  3.5  per- 
cent pay  raise. 

OVERTIME  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  chart  showing  administratively  un- 
controllable overtime  costs  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1990  through 
1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  requested  information  follows.  Fiscal  years  1990  through  1992  reflects  actual 
amounts  expended.  Fiscal  years  1993  and  1994,  represents  estimated  actual  and  re- 
quested budget  amounts,  respectively. 

Fiscal  year: 

1990 10 

1991 $164,318 

1992 368,123 

1993 2  346  000 

1994 400,000 

'  The  law  on  administratively  uncontrollable  overtime  was  changed  on  9/30/90.  Prior  to  this 
date  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  did  not  pay  investigators  administratively  uncontrollable 
overtime. 

2  Although  the  FY  1994  budget  submission  shows  an  estimated  AUO  cost  of  $346,000  in  FY  1993, 
latest  projections  show  that  the  actual  cost  of  AUO  by  year-end  could  be  as  much  as  $580,000.  This 
was  caused  by  extensive  investigative  efforts,  primarily,  in  the  areas  of  SUPS  and  Motor  Fuel  Tax 
Evasion.  (Any  increases  in  AUO  will  be  funded  by  employee  attrition  in  Investigations  which 
normally  occurs  through  any  fiscal  year.) 

MAINTENANCE  OF  OFFICE  AUTOMATION  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  why  it  is  necessary  to  increase  funding 
for  the  maintenance  of  office  automation  equipment  by  over  100 
percent— from  $50,000  to  $111,000— in  fiscal  year  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1993  Office  Automation  Equipment  Maintenance  expense  of 
$50,000  consists  of  (1)  $25,000  for  125  desktop  microcomputers  from  one  vendor 
(IBM),  (2)  $6,500  for  portable  microcomputers  from  a  second  vendor  (Zenith),  (3) 
$14,000  for  140  microcomputers  from  a  third  vendor  (AT&T-OATS),  and  (4)  $4,500 
for  Local  Area  Network  (LAN)  equipment. 

The  fiscal  year  1994  Office  Automation  Equipment  Maintenance  expense  of 
111,000  consists  of  (1)  $25,000  for  125  desktop  microcomputers  from  one  vendor 
(IBM),  (2)  $6,500  for  portable  microcomputers  from  a  second  vendor  (Zenith),  (3) 
$72,500  for  290  microcomputers  from  a  third  vendor  (AT&T-OATS),  and  (4)  $7,000 
for  Local  Area  Network  (LAN)  equipment. 

The  main  reasons  for  the  increase  in  Office  Automation  Equipment  Maintenance 
are  (1)  the  purchase  of  an  additional  150  microcomputers  and  (2)  an  increase  in  the 
per  unit  maintenance  charge  from  the  third  vendor.  This  additional  new  equipment 
was  covered  under  warranty  during  FY  1993,  and  therefore,  did  not  impact  fiscal 
year  1993  maintenance  costs.  However,  this  equipment  must  be  covered  under  a 
maintenance  contract  in  FY  1994,  and  the  vendor  increased  the  average  per  unit 
cost  of  maintenance  by  about  250%  (from  $100  to  $250  per  unit).  In  addition,  during 
fiscal  year  1993  the  OIG  added  LANs  to  OIG  Regional  Offices  in  Atlanta  and  Chica- 
go which  will  increase  the  maintenance  costs  in  fiscal  year  1994  from  $4,500  to 
$7,000. 

ACCOUNTING  SUPPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  are  you  budgeting  $152,000  in  fiscal  year  1994  for 
FAA  accounting  support,  as  shown  on  page  5  of  the  justifications? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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A  Departmental  evaluation  of  the  OST  accounting  section  found  that  only  OST, 
RSPA,  and  the  OIG  were  using  these  accounting  services.  Therefore,  in  order  to  be 
more  equitable,  the  method  for  charging  for  these  services  was  changed.  As  a  result, 
beginning  in  FY  1993,  the  cost  associated  with  these  accounting  services  were  dis- 
tributed among  the  three  users.  The  OIG's  share  of  this  service  in  fiscal  year  1993 
was  budgeted  at  $229,000.  However,  the  OIG  and  RSPA  jointly  conducted  a  study  to 
identify  alternative  sources  for  obtaining  these  accounting  services.  This  study  con- 
cluded that  obtaining  accounting  services  from  FAA  would  result  in  the  largest  cost 
savings  for  the  OIC — $77,000  in  fiscal  year  1994  (first  full  year  of  operation)  and  esti- 
mated annual  savings  of  $115,000  thereafter. 

The  transfer  and  consolidation  of  the  accounting  function  to  FAA's  Mike  Mon- 
roney  Aeronautical  Center,  in  Oklahoma  City,  was  completed  during  the  months  of 
February  and  March  1993.  This  transfer  was  handled  in  3  phases — (i)  travel  process- 
ing, (ii)  payroll  and  (iii)  accounts  payable.  The  transfer  of  travel  processing  was  com- 
pleted on  February  12,  1993,  while  the  pajToU  function  transfer  was  effective  on 
March  7,  1993.  The  final  phase — transfer  of  the  accounts  payable  function — was 
completed  on  March  13,  1993. 

oig's  new  positions 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  any  new  positions  created 
over  the  past  year  and  their  corresponding  grade  level(s),  similar  to 
the  chart  shown  on  pages  435  and  436  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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IMMEDIATE  OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Secretary,   GS-318-10  (Washington,   DC) 

OFFICE  OF  AUDITS 

Auditor,   GS-511-7-12   (Atlanta,   GA) 

Administrative  Assistant,   GS-341-9   (San  Francisco,   CA) 

Administrative  Assistant,   GS-341-9   (Kansas  City,   MO) 

Secretary,   GS-318-4   (Atlanta,   GA) 

Clerk-Typist,   GS-322-4  (Temporary) (Atlanta,  GA) 

OFFICE  OF  INSPECTIONS  AND  EVALUATIONS 

Supervisory  Management  Analyst,   GM-343-15   (Washington,   DC) 
Supervisory  Management  Analyst,   GM-343-15   (Chicago,   IL) 
Management  Analyst,   GM-343-14   (Washington,   DC) 
Management  Analyst,   GM-343-14   (Chicago,   IL) 
Management  Analyst,   GM-343-5-12   (Chicago,   IL) 

OFFICE  OF  INVESTIGATIONS 

Director  of  Special  Investigations,   GM-1811-15   (Washington,   DC) 
Deputy  Director  of  Special  Investigations,   GM-1811-14   (Washington,   DC) 
Investigative  Services  Coordinator,   GS-301-12   (Washington,   DC) 
Student  Trainee  (Criminal  Investigator),   GS-1899-5  (New  York,   NY) 

OFFICE  OF  POLICY,   PLANNING,   AND  RESOURCES 

Support  Services  Specialist,   GS-342-12   (Washington,   DC) 
Planning  and  Resources  Specialist,   GS-301-11   (Washington,   DC) 
Personnel  Management  Specialist,   GS-201-5  (Washington,   DC) 
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BONUSES  AND  AWARDS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  SES  bonuses  and  awards 
and  non-SES  merit  pay  as  shown  on  pages  438  and  439  of  last 
year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1992 
through  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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BONUSES  AND  AWARDS 


SES 

SES  Bonuses 
Rank  Awards 


FY-92  -  Actual 
EIJQ    Avg  Amt 


8 
8 


$12,529 
$10,000 


FY-93  —  Est. 
EIJQ      Avg  Amt 


12 
12 


$7,814 
$10,000 


FY-94  —  Est. 
EIJQ      Avg  Amt 


12        $12,250 
12        $10,000 


Non  SES 

PMRS 
PMS 
TOTAL 
Incentive 


182  $1,988 

301  $1,175 

483  $  1 ,502 

483  $    504 


188  $1,676 

296  $  1 ,283 

484  $  1 ,436 

484  $    493 


188  $1,725 

288  $  1 ,320 

476  $  1 ,480 

476  $    530 
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CONSULTING  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  funding  requested  for  out- 
side consultants  as  shown  on  page  439  of  last  year's  hearing  record, 
and  compare  that  level  to  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FY  1994  funding  for  outside  consultants  is  $2,629,000.  This  is  composed  of  (1) 
$2,600,000  earmarked  for  independent  accountants  to  perform  financial  statement 
audits  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  Aviation  Trust  Fund,  and  Maritime  Administra- 
tion loan  guarantee  program;  (2)  $10,000  for  engineering  consulting  services;  (3) 
$10,000  for  specialized  investigative  laboratory  services,  and  (4)  $9,000  for  Equal  Em- 
ployment Opportunity  (EEO)  investigations.  For  Fiscal  Year  1993,  the  resources  ex- 
pended by  the  OIG  to  comply  with  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  (CFO)  Act  of  1990, 
was  restricted  to  $1,000,000  of  in-house  resources.  The  $2,600,000  is  requested  for 
contracts  with  independent  accountants  in  support  of  the  CFO  Act.  Also,  there  is  a 
$11,000  decrease  in  engineering  consulting  services.  Neither  the  EEO  investigations 
or  investigations  technical  services  represent  increases  over  FY  1993.  In  FY  1992, 
the  OIG  spent  $5,000  for  EEO  investigations. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  services  provided  by 
each  consulting  contract,  similar  to  the  data  on  pages  439  and  440 
of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  OIG  plans  to  contract  with  independent  audit  firms  to  per- 
form audits  of  financial  statements  for  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  portions  of  the 
Aviation  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Maritime  Administration  loan  guarantee  program. 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  the  OIG  plans  to  use  contractual  professional  engineering 
services  to  provide  necessary  technical  assessments  of  the  Department's  funded  pro- 
grams under  review  by  OIG  auditors  and  investigators  at  an  estimated  funding  level 
of  $21,000.  These  services  will  also  be  necessary  in  fiscal  year  1994,  at  an  estimated 
funding  level  of  $10,000. 

Likewise  in  fiscal  year  1993,  the  OIG  plans  to  use  investigative  laboratory  services 
to  provide  for  specialized  testing  used  in  conjunction  with  investigations  at  an  esti- 
mated funding  level  of  $10,000.  These  services  are  not  available  from  Departmental 
sources  and  involve  services  such  as  document  and  handwriting  analysis,  and  expert 
opinions  regarding  highly  technical  aspects  of  some  of  our  investigations.  These 
services  will  also  be  necessary  in  fiscal  year  1994,  at  an  estimated  funding  level  of 
$10,000. 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  we  also  plan  to  use  outside  consultants  to  investigate  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity  discrimination  complaints  filed  against  the  OIG.  Because 
of  the  requirement  that  an  investigative  report  be  completed  within  30  days  and 
that  the  investigator  obtain  affidavits  and  administer  oaths  and  affirmations,  it  is 
necessary  to  contract  with  a  specialist  who  is  trained  and  knowledgeable  in  the 
field.  These  services  will  also  be  necessary  in  fiscal  year  1994,  at  an  estimated  fund- 
ing level  of  $9,000. 

ADP  DEFICIENCIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  information  on  remaining  computer 
deficiencies  and  future  funding,  as  shown  on  page  440  of  last  year's 
hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Audit,  Inspection  and  Evaluation,  and  Investigative  Computer  Integration  System 
(AICIS)  is  the  OIG's  project  to  provide  standardized,  integrated  automation  tools  to 
the  audit,  inspections  and  evaluations,  investigative,  administrative,  and  manage- 
ment staffs  in  order  to  improve  staff  productivity  and  operational  efficiency.  This 
project  was  initiated  in  FY  1990  and  the  OIG  has  made  significant  progress  (in  large 
part  due  to  the  funding  support  provided  by  the  Congress)  in  making  computer  re- 
sources more  readily  available  to  our  staff.  The  AICIS  project  is  a  living  project 
which  addresses  current  and  projected  deficiencies,  as  our  Office's  requirements  and 
information  technology  change. 
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The  current  critical  AICIS  project  requirements  to  be  addressed  during  FY  1994 
are  (1)  to  continue  with  the  installation  of  Local  Area  Networks  in  our  Regional  Of- 
fices ($161,500);  and  (2)  to  upgrade  the  Mid-Range  computer  system  ($200,000). 

AICIS  requirements  for  the  FY  1995-1997  time  frame  include: 

Upgrade  of  the  Mid-Range  computer  system  ($400,000); 

Installation  of  remaining  Local  Area  Networks  in  Regional  Suboffices  ($40,000,  all 
in  FY  1995); 

Replacement  of  portable  microcomputers  ($150,000); 

Procurements  of  additional  desktop  work  stations  (to  achieve  a  ratio  of  1  micro  to 
1  staff  member)  ($320,000); 

Upgrades  of  Local  Area  Networks  (a  total  of  $80,000  spread  over  FYs  1995 
through  1997); 

Upgrades  of  desktop  work  stations  ($150,000); 

Installation  of  Executive  Information  System  software  ($160,000);  and 

Replacements  of  outdated  desktop  work  stations  ($380,000). 

AICIS  PROJECT  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  charts  found  on  pages  440  and  441 
of  last  year's  hearing  record  concerning  AICIS  project  costs. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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TOTAL  AICIS  COSTS  BY  FISCAL  YEAR 

COST 
(In  Thousands  of  Dollars) 


ITEM 

Hardware  Purchases: 

Microcomputers  $ 

Local  Area  Networks 
Mid-Range  Computer  Upgrades 

TOTAL  $187 


FY 

FY 

FY 

FY 

FY 

1993 

1994 

1995 

199G 

1997 

0 

$    0 

$  205 

$205 

$240 

145 

145 

40 

40 

40 

42 

135 

135 

135 

0 

$280       $380  $380        $280 


Software  Purchases: 


Microcomputers 


$     0    $         0    $     40       $     40 


Local  Area  Networks  16  16  5 

Mid-Range  Computer  Upgrades      13  65  65 

TOTAL  $29  $81       $110 


GRAND  TOTAL 


$216        $361       $490 


5 
65 


$110 

$490 


$150 
10 
50 

$210 

$490 


1994 


Office  of  Inspector  General  #  of        Cost  of     Other  Costs 

Organizational Micros      Micros       As  Shown 


Total 


Headquarters  Offices 


$0 


Mid-Range  Computer 
Hardware  Upgrades 

Mid-Range  Computer 
Software  Upgrades 

Field  Offices 


$0 


135,000 
65,000 


Local  Area  Network  Hardware 
Local  Area  Network  Software 


$145,000 
16,000 


TOTAL 


12         $361.000  $361.000 
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PROTECTIVE  AUDIT  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  protective  audit  resources 
shown  on  page  444  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Update  of  protective  audit  resources  is  shown  below. 

Protective  audit  resources 

Staff  years 

Fiscal  year:  expended 

1987 7 

1988 16 

1989 16 

1990 19 

1991 6 

1992 6 

1993  (planned) 5 

1994  (estimated) 5 

PROTECTIVE  AUDIT  DEFICIENCIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  table  on  page  445  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  concerning  deficiencies  found  during  protective 
audits. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DCAA  COST  COMPARISON 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  DCAA  cost  comparison  table  found 
on  page  448  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

COST  COMPARISON— AUDIT  COSTS  PER  STAFF  HOUR 


Rscal  year— 

1992  actual 

1993  estimate 

1994  estimate 

DCAA  Billing  Rates 

52.43 

53.93 
42.50 

56.31 

OIG  Cost  Per  Staff  Hour 

42.10 

43.99 

DCAA  HOURS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  breakdown  of  DCAA  hours  by 
mode,  as  shown  on  page  449  of  last  year's  hearing,  by  comparing 
fiscal  years  1993  and  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 


[In  hours] 


Estimate  1993     Estimate  1994       Difference 


FAA 51,490           42,941  -8,549 

FHWA 2,219            1,472  -  747 

NHTSA 615               466  -149 

RSPA 5,418            4,742  -676 

MARAD 2,614             1,123  -1,491 

FRA 700               463  -237 

Total  decrease -11,849 

USCG 7,301            7,646  +345 

FTA 652             1,492  +840 

OST 546               939  +393 

Total  increase +1,578 

Total  budget 71,555  61,284 

Net  decrease -10,271 


INTERNAL  AUDITS  OF  MODAL  FTE  S 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  breakdown  of  FTE  staff  per- 
forming internal  audit  work  by  modal  administration  as  shown  on 
page  449  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

INTERNAL  AUDIT  FTE'S 


Actual  1992 


Estimated  Estimated 

1993  1994 


OST 

USCG.... 
FHWA... 

FAA 

FRA 

FTA 

NHTSA.. 


26 

7 

7 

64 

55 

65 

33 

41 

37 

72 

88 

81 

3 

4 

8 

16 

22 

21 

2 

3 

3 
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INTERNAL  AUDIT  FE'S— Continued 


Actual  1992 


Estimated  Estimated 

1993  1994 


RSPA 11  9  9 

MARAD 11  9  12 

SLSOC 1 1 2 

Total 239  239  245 


AUDIT  ASSIGNMENTS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  ongoing  and  planned  audit 
assignments  with  corresponding  scheduled  report  dates,  similar  in 
format  to  the  data  on  pages  450  through  456  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Listing  of  ongoing  and  planned  audit  assignments  follows: 


ONGOING  AUDIT  ASSIGNMENTS 
AS  OF  MARCH  31,   1993 

PROJECT  TITLE 


COAST  GUARD 


MSO  OVERSIGHT  OF  VESSEL  CONSTRUCTION  STANDARDS  ENFORCEMENT 

SUBSISTENCE  EXPENSES  RELATING  TO  DRY-IXX:KED  VESSELS 

POLAR  CLASS  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  USCG 

DEBT  COLLECTION  PROCEDURES  USCG 

ACQUISITION/MANAGEMENT  OF  JAYHAWK  HEUCOPTER  PROGRAM 

PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES  USCG  MLC  PACIFIC 

SUPPLY  REQUIREMENTS  DETERMINATIONS  FOR  VESSELS 

SUPERFUND  TRANSACTIONS  FOR  FY  1991  ACTIVITIES 

SHORT  RANGE  AIDS  TO  NAVIGATION  PROGRAM  1 ITH  DISTRICT 

COAST  GUARD  EXCHANGE  GROUP  ST.  PETERSBURG 

PORT  SAFETY  AND  SECURITY  PROGRAM  13TH  DISTRICT 

CONFIGURATION  MANAGEMENT 

PROGRAMMED  DEPOT  MAINTENANCE  FOR  THE  JAYHAWK  HELICOPTER 

PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES  USCG  ACADEMY 

ENFORCEMENT  OF  RECREATIONAL  BOAT  MANUFACTURING  STANDARDS 

NON-APPROPRIATED  FUND  ACTIVITIES  USCG  ACADEMY 

USCG  IMPLEMENTATION/OVERSIGHT  OF  INDUSTRY  DRUG  RULE 

NON-APPROPRIATED  FUND  ACTIVTTY 

RETAIL  EXCHANGE  OPERATIONS  AIR  STATION  CAPE  COD 

USCG  SPARE  PARTS  PROVISIONING 

RETAIL  EXCHANGE  OPERATIONS  AIR  STATION  BROOKLYN 

CONSTRUCTION  ACTIVITIES  ATLANTIC  AREA 

COAST  GUARD  READINESS 

NONSTANDARD  SMALL  BOAT  MANAGEMENT 

RETAIL  EXCHANGE  OPERATIONS,  USCG  AVIATION  TRAINING  CENTER 

COMMERCIAL  FISHING  INDUSTRY  VESSEL  SAFETY 

UTILIZATION  OF  BACHELOR  QUARTERS,  USCG 

MARINE  PLASTIC  POLLUTION 

SUPERFUND  TRANSACTIONS  FOR  FY  1992  ACTIVITIES 


APR-93 

APR-93 

APR-93 

APR-93 

APR-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUL-93 

JUL-93 

SEP-93 

SEP-93 

SEP-93 

C)CT-93 

NOV-93 

DEC-93 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 


FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


PROPERTY  ACQUISITION  AND  RELOCATION  CLEVELAND  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

PROPERTY  ACQUISITION  AND  RELOCATION  COLUMBUS  AIRPORT  AUTHORITY 

PROPERTY  ACQUISITION  AND  RELOCATION  BALTIMORE  WASHINGTON  AIRPORT 

UTILIZATION  OF  AIRPORT  REVENUE  -  ST  LOUIS 

UTILIZATION  OF  AIRPORT  REVENUE  -  OAKLAND 

REALTIME  WEATHER  PROCESSOR  (RWP)  ACQUISITION  PROCESS 

FAA  SPONSORED  HIGHER  EDUCATION  PROGRAMS 

FAA  SURVEILLANCE  OF  FOREIGN  MANUFACTURERS  OF  AVIATION  EQUIPMENT 

AIRCRAFT  REPLACEMENT  PARTS 

REVIEW  OF  FAA  EVAL  PROC  FOR  TECH  SUB/ADDTN  TO  OATS  CONTRACT 

FOLLOW-UP  AUDIT  OF  CONTRACT  MODIFICATION 

PROPERTY  ACQUISITION  AND  RELOCATION  INDIANAPOLIS  AIRPORT  AUTHORITY 

FY  1992  AVIATION  TRUST  FUND  -  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  AUDIT  F&E 

FY  1992  AVIATION  TRUST  FUND  -  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  AUDIT  R&D 

FY  1992  AVIATION  TRUST  FUND  -  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  AUDIT  GRANTS 

MANAGEMENT  OF  AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECTS  SAN  ANTONIO,  TEXAS 

FOLLOW-UP  OF  FAA'S  INTERAGENCY  SUPPORT  AGREEMENT  WITH  NHTSA 

TRAINING  FOR  FAA  PILOTS 


APR-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUL-93 

JUL-93 

JUI^93 
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AIRPORT  REVENUE  ACCOUNTABILITY  VENICE  MUNICIPAL  AIRPORT 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT  NORTHWEST  MOUNTAIN  REGION 

VOUCHER  EXAMINATION  PROCEDURES  FAA  CENTRAL  REGION 

IMPLEMENTING  NTSB  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

ABUSE  OF  DESIGNATED  MECHANIC  EXAMINER  APPOINTMENTS 

AIRPORT  SECURITY 

INSTRUMENT  LANDING  SYSTEM  REPLACEMENT 

CERTIFICATION  &  SURVEILLANCE  OF  DOMESTIC  &  FOREIGN  REPAIR  STATIONS 

OFFICE  AUTOMATION  TECHNOLOGY  &  SERVICES  (OATS)  PROGRAM 

NEW  DEVELOPMENT  NON-COMPATIBLE  WITH  AIRPORT  NOISE 

SPARE  PARTS  PROVISIONING  NAS  PLAN  EQUIPMENT 

PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES  LAMBERT-ST  LOUIS  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

MANAGEMENT  OF  DOT  AIRCRAFT  -  PCIE  PROJECT 

PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES  FAA  WESTERN-PACIFIC  REGION 

USE  OF  GOVERNMENT  OWNED  VEHICLES 

FOLLOW-UP  TO  ACCESS  CORRECTIVE  ACTIONS  REHAB  OF  RUNWAY  PAVEMENTS 

MANAGEMENT  OF  AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECTS  DALLAS/FT  WORTH  AIRPORT 

INDEPENDENCE  OF  AVIATION  SAFETY  INSPECTORS 

UTILIZATION  OF  AIRPORT  REVENUE  PHOENIX  SKY  HARBOR  AIRPORT 

LAND  ACQUISITION  AND  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

FAA  GOVERNMENT  FURNISHED  HOUSING 


JUL-93 

JU1^93 

JUL-93 

JUL-93 

JU1^93 

JUL-93 

AUG-93 

AUG-93 

AUG-93 

SEP-93 

SEP-93 

NOV-93 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 


FHWA  OVERSIGHT  OF  FEDERAL  HEAVY  VEHICLE  USE  TAX 

NOISE  ABATEMENT  PROGRAM  FHWA  REGION  III 

FY  1992  HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  AUDIT  -  FHWA 

FY  1992  HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  AUDIT  -  FTA 

FY  1992  HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  AUDIT  -  NHTSA 

ACCTG  FOR  DISALLOW/INELIGIBLE  COSTS  CHARGED  TO  FEDERAL-AID  PROJECTS 

SUMMARY  COST  COMPARISON  OF  ASPHALT  VS  CONCRETE  PAVEMENT 

FHWA  IMPLEMENTATION/OVERSIGHT  OF  THE  INDUSTRY  DRUG  RULE 

HIGHWAY  NOISE  PROGRAM 

ROW  ACQUISITION  &  RELOCATION  CENTRAL  ARTERY/THIRD  HT  PROJECT 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  ISTEA  PROVISIONS  PERTAINING  OUTDOOR  ADVERTISING 

MOTOR  CARRIER  SAFETY  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 


MAY-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUL-93 

AUG-93 

SEP-93 

NOV-93 

SURVEY 

SURVEY 


MARITIME  ADMINISTRATION 


SHIP  MANAGERS  CONTRACT  AND  MASTER  LUMP  SUM  REPAIR  AGREEMENTS 
FY  1992  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  AUDIT  -  TITLE  XI  LOAN  GUARANTEES 
FOOD  SERVICE  OPERATIONS 
MANAGEMENT  OF  TRAVEL  ACTIVITIES  -  USMMA 


JUN-93 
JUN-93 
JUI^93 
SEP-93 
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FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 


PROJECT  FUNDS  MANAGEMENT 

HOUSTON  METROPOLITAN  TRANSIT  AUTH  PROCUREMENT  PRACTICES 

PERSONAL  SERVICES  CONTRACTS 

USEFUL  LIFE  OF  RAIL  CARS  -  MIAMI,  FL 

MONITORING  OF  FORCE  ACCOUNT  ACTIVITIES  -  NYCTA 

USEFUL  LIFE  OF  RAIL  CARS  -  MARTA 

USEFUL  LIFE  OF  RAIL  CARS  -  CTA 

TESTING  OF  NEW  MODEL  BUSES 

USEFUL  UFE  OF  RAIL  CARS  -  BAR 

CONTROL  OVER  AND  DISPOSITION  OF  PROJECT  PROPERTY 


MAY-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUU93 

JUL-93 

AUG-93 

AUO-93 

AUG-93 

SURVEY 


OFnCE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SECURITY  SOFTWARE  WEAKNESSES  AT  TCC 

INTERNAL  CONTROL  POLICIES  AND  PROCEDURES  OVER  ACCTG  APPUCATION 

PROPOSED  CONTRACT  FOR  ADMIN  WORKERS  COMPENSATION  PROGRAM 

TRAVEL  ADVANCES  AND  DINERS  CLUB  CARDS 

REVIEW  OF  PAYROLL  FUNCTIONS  -  DOTWIDE 

WORKERS  COMPENSATION  PROGRAM 

IRS  INFORMATION  RETURN  FILING  REQUIREMENTS  (FORM  1099) 

ENERGY  CONSUMPTION  REDUCTION  PLANS 

DOT  FOLLOW-UP  AUDIT  ON  PCIE  CSI  TASKS  I,  2A  &  3 

FMFIA  REPORTING  PROCESS  REVIEW 

MANAGEMENT  OF  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  PROGRAM 

PCIE  COMPUTER  SYSTEMS  INTEGRITY  PROJECT  TASK  3 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  COMPUTER  SECURITY  ACT  OF  1987 

INT  CONTROL  OVER  &  COST  ASSOC  WITH  COMPUTER  SOFTWARE  MAINTENANCE 


APR-93 

APR-93 

APR-93 

MAY-93 

MAY-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUN-93 

JUL-93 

AUG-93 

AUG-93 

AUG-93 

SEP-93 

OCT-93 

SURVEY 


RESEARCH  AND  SPECIAL  PROGRAMS  ADMINISTRATION 


NORTHERN  AIR  CARGO  AUDIT  OF  RSPA  FORM  41  REPORTS 
PIPELINE  SAFETY  STANDARDS  OFFICE  OF  PIPELINE  SAFETY 
PROJECT  ACCEPTANCE  REVIEW 
ENFORCEMENT  OF  PIPELINE  SAFETY  STANDARDS 


SEP-93 
OCT-93 
OCT-93 
SURVEY 
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PLANNED  AUDIT  ASSIGNMENTS 
AS  OF  MARCH  31,   1993 

PROJECT  TITLE 

COAST  GUARD 


FOLLOW-UP  AUDIT  ON  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  GAO  AUDIT  REPT  REC  ON  IRM 

AIRCRAFT  COCKPIT  VOICE/FLIGHT  DATA  RECORDERS 

PATROL  BOAT  REQUIREMENTS 

SHIPBOARD  COMMAND  AND  CONTROL  SYSTEM 

REVIEW  OF  HU-25B  AIREYE 

MOTOR  LIFEBOAT  PREPRODUCTION  -  DESIGN  ISSUES 

POLAR  ICEBREAKER  PROGRAM 

EC-130V  LONG  RANGE  SURVEILLANCE  AIRCRAFT 

MORALE,  WELFARE,  &  RECREATION  NON-APPROPRIATED  FUND  SUPPORT 

RETAIL  EXCHANGE  OPERATIONS  SUPPORT  CENTER  KODIAK 

LARGE  UNIT  FINANCIAL  SYSTEMS 

MANAGEMENT  OF  REPARABLE  ITEMS  SUPPLY  CENTER,  CURTIS  BAY 

COST  AND  PROPERTY  CONTROLS  HERITAGE  CLASS  VESSELS 

CONTROLS  TO  ENSURE  ECONOMICAL  PURCHASE  &  REPAIR  DECISIONS  -  AR&SC 

RETAIL  EXCHANGE  OPERATIONS  AIR  STATION  MIAMI 

OVERSIGHT  OF  GREAT  LAKES  PILOTAGE  RATE  MAKING  PROCESS  -  FOLLOW-UP 

ACCOUNTABILITY  &  PROTECTION  OF  ARTIFACTS  -  FOLLOWUP 

ACCOUNTABILITY  MAINTENANCE  &  PROTECTION  OF  LIGHTHOUSES 

FOOD  SERVICES  OPERATIONS  EIGHT  DISTRICT 

BACKGROUND  AND  CRIMINAL  INVESTIGATIONS 

FUEL  MANAGEMENT  IN  PACIFIC  AREA 

MEDICAL  CLINICS 


PLANNED 

PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PI.ANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 


FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

REVIEW  OF  DATA  CENTER  PROTECTION  CONTROLS  -  FAA  TECH  CENTER 

DEVELOPMENT  &  IMPLEMENTATION  AVIATION  SAFETY  ANALYSIS 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY  IN-USE  MANAGEMENT  SYSTEM 

REGIONAL  PROJECT  MATERIEL  MANAGEMENT  SYSTEM 

FAA  IMPLEMENTATION/OVERSIGHT  OF  INDUSTRY  DRUG  RULE 

EFFECTIVENESS  &  RELIABILITY  OF  NATIONAL  AIRSPACE  SYSTEM  EQUIPMENT 

RADIO  CONTROL  EQUIPMENT  ACQUISITION 

AIRCRAFT  FLEET  MODERNIZATION 

VISUAL  NAVIGATION  AIDS 

INDEPENDENT  OPERATIONAL  TEST  &  EVALUATION  OVERSIGHT 

REMOTE  MAINT.  MONITORING  PROGRAM  -  EMBEDDED  SYSTEM 

FLIGHT  INSPECTION  OF  NAVIGATIONAL  AIDS  PROGRAM 

PLACEMENT  OF  FLIGHT  STANDARDS  INSPECTORS 

SUPPORT  SERVICE  CONTRACTS 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT  NW  MOUNTAIN  REGION 

AIRCRAFT  RENTAL  PROGRAM 

REGIONAL  STAFFING  PATTERN  NEW  ENGLAND  REGION 

AIR  CARRIER  OPN  OF  AIRCRAFT  W/  RECURRING  MAINT,  PROBLEMS 

PASSENGER  FACILITY  CHARGES 

USE  OF  ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS  IN  PLANNING  FOR  AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENTS 

VAIIDATION  OF  CERTIFICATES  ISSUED  BY  THE  REGISTRY 

n>'\^NTORY  MANAGEMENT  FAA  LOGISTICS  CENTER 

iNDEPENDENCE  OF  AVIATION  SAFETY  INSPECTORS 

PLANNING  FOR  EXPANDING  LAMBERT  ST.  LOUIS  AIRPORT 

SECURITY  FOR  FACILITIES  &  EQUIPMENT  WESTERN  PACIFIC  REGION 

PROCEDURES  FOR  DISTRIBUTING  AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM  GRANTS 


PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
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FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 


DATA  INTEGRITY  AUDIT  OF  MOTOR  CARRIER  MGKfT  INFO  SYSTEM 

INSPECTION  OF  FEDERALLY  OWNED  BRIDGES 

INTELLIGENT  VEHICLE-HIGHWAY  SYSTEMS  PROGRAM 

FERRY  VESSEL  PROGRAM  -  REGION  X 

TRANSFER  OF  EXCESS  FED  PROP  TO  STATE  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATIONS 

LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES  -  REGION  III 

INTERSTATE  PAVEMENT  CONSTRUCTION 

PROPERTY  ACQUISITION  &  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

DISPOSAL  OF  UNNEEDED  RIGHT-OF-WAY  PROPERTY  -  REGION  V 

MONITORING  OF  THE  KENNEDY  EXPRESSWAY  CONTRUCTION 

ADEQUACY  OF  CONTROLS  OVER  FEDERAL  AID  BILLINGS 

LAND  ACQUISITION  &  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT  ACTIVITIES  MISSOURI  HIGHWAY  &  TRANS  DEPT 

PAVEMENT  REHABILITATION  PROGRAM  -  REGION  VU 


PLANNED 

PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 


FEDERAL  RAILROAD  ADMINISTRATION 


RAILROAD  ACCIDENT/INCIDENT  REPORTING 
ENFORCEMENT  OF  FEDERAL  RAILROAD  SAFETY  STANDARDS 
HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  INSPECTION  PROGRAM 


PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 


MARITIME  ADMINISTRATION 


SPARE  PARTS  FOR  RRF  AND  NDRF 

FOLLOWUP  READY  RESERVE  FORCE  OUTPORTING  PROGRAM 

MERCHANT  MARINE  TRAINING  INCENTIVES 


PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 


NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRAFHC  SAFETY  ADMINISTRATION 

MANAGEMENT  REVIEWS  OF  STATE  HIGHWAY  TRAFHC  SAFETY  OPERATIONS 


PLANNED 


OFFICE  OF  SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


OST  IMPLEMENTATION/OVERSIGHT  OF  THE  INDUSTRY  DRUG  RULE 

AUDIT  OF  INTRA-ALASKA  MAIL  RATES 

CONTRACTED  ADVISORY  AND  ASSISTANCE  SERVICES  FY  1992 

UQUIDATED  DAMAGES  PROVISIONS 

CONTRACTOR  PROGRESS  PAYMENTS 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  SUBTITLE  G  DENIAL  OF  FEDERAL  BENEFITS 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  SUBTITLE  D  DRUG  FREE  WORKPLACE  GRANTEES 

LOBBYING  ACTIVITIES  FOR  FY  1993 

COMMERCIAL  SPACE  TRANSPORTATION 

INTERMODAL  TRANSPORTATION  OF  HAZARDOUS  MATERIAL 

COORDINATION  OF  PROPERTY  ACQUISITION  &  RELOCATION 


PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 
PLANNED 


RESEARCH  AND  SPECL4L  PROGRAMS  ADMINISTRATION 

NATIONA-L  AIR  CARRIER  COMPLIANCE  WITH  T-lOO  STAT  RPTING  REQMTS 


PLANNED 


ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION 


SMALL  PURCHASES 

EFFECTIVENESS  OF  MARKETING  PROGRAM 


PLANNED 
PLANNED 
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FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 

INTERNAL  CONTROLS  AUDIT  OF  FTA'S  ECHO  SYSTEM  PLANNED 

SAFETY.  RNANCIAL  &  PROCUREMENT  COMPLIANCE  REVIEWS  PLANNED 

INSPECTION  OF  MASS  TRANSIT  BRIDGES  PLANNED 

TRI-CITY  METRO  TRNSP  WESTSIDE  LIGHT  RAIL  EXTENSION  PROJECT  PLANNED 

IMPACT  OF  CROSS  BORDER  LEASING  ON  THE  COST  OF  FED  FUNDED  ASSETS  PLANNED 

QUALITY  OF  INHOUSE  DESIGN  ON  DISCRETIONARY  FUNDED  PROJECTS  -  NYCTA  PLANNED 

DISPOSITION  OF  DAMAGED  &  DESTROYED  TRANSIT  EQUIPMENT  -  FOLLOWUP  PLANNED 

CONTROLS  OVER  GRANTEE  PROCUREMENT  -  REGION  DC  PLANNED 

DISPOSITION  OF  MASS  TRANSIT  EQUIPMENT  -  REGION  DC  PLANNED 
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PROGRAM  AUDITS — TIME  TO  COMPLETE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  chart  on  page  457  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  showing  the  average  time  to  complete  your  program 
audits,  and  explain  any  significant  lengthening  of  that  time. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  length  of  time  required  to  complete  an  OIG  audit,  from  survey  to  final  report, 
varies  significantly  from  audit  to  audit.  OIG  management  utilizes  the  audit  survey 
to  identify  problem  areas  and  define  the  audit  scope,  locations,  and  approach.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  survey,  a  formal  debriefing  is  iield  to  present  the  survey  results. 
Information  discussed  at  the  debriefing  provides  OIG  management  a  basis  to  estab- 
lish specific  time  frames  and  staff  day  estimates  to  complete  the  verification  phase 
of  the  audit.  At  the  completion  of  audit  verification,  a  second  formal  debriefing  is 
held  to  discuss  the  audit  results,  conclusions  reached,  and  tentative  findings  and 
recommendations.  OIG  management  then  establishes  time  frames  for  drafting  the 
audit  report  based  on  issues  discussed  at  the  verification  debriefing. 

AVERAGE  TIME  TO  COMPLETE  OIG  PROGRAM  AUDITS 

[In  months] 


Phase 


Fiscal  year- 


1990 


1991 


1992' 


Survey 2.3  1.9  2.3 

Verification 3.2  3.6  3.2 

Draft  report 3.3  3.6  3.0 

Awaiting  response  to  report 1.8  1.9  1.6 

Final  report 10  1.0  1.0 

Total US  12.0  11.1 

'  For  FY  1992,  the  average  time  to  complete  all  audits  was  9.6  months  consisting  of  2.3  survey,  2.8  verification,  2.4  draft,  1.3  response  and  .8 
final. 

ON-BOARD  AUDIT  STRENGTH — FTE's 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  on-board  audit  strength — by  headquar- 
ters/field— today  and  how  does  that  compare  to  the  FTE  staff-years 
for  fiscal  year  1993  shown  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  justifications? 

In  responding,  please  provide  a  chart  similar  in  format  to  that 
shown  on  page  457  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  onboard  audit  strength  today  as  it  compares  to  the  FTE  staff  years  for  fiscal 
year  1993  is  discussed  in  the  following  chart. 


Office/region 


On  board 
strength 


FY  1993  FTE 


Difference 


JA-1 ... 
JA-2... 
JA-10. 
JA-20. 
JA-30. 
JRA-2. 
JRA-3. 
JRA-4. 
JRA-5. 
JRA-6. 


2 

2 

0 

10 

10 

0 

44 

41 

+3 

38 

36 

+  2 

46 

47 

-1 

33 

31 

+  2 

19 

22 

-3 

38 

39 

-1 

23 

22 

+  1 

27 

26 

+  1 
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Office/region 

On  tward 
strenglti 

FY  1993  m 

Difference 

JRA-7 

20 

20 
32 
23 

-351 

0 

JRA-9 

32 

0 

JRA-10 

23 

0 

Total 

355 

+  4 

STAFF-INTENSIVE  AUDITS 

Mr.  Carr.  Update  the  listing  of  the  20  most  staff-intensive  audits 
as  shown  on  pages  459  and  460  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by 
providing  data  for  fiscal  year  1992.  For  each,  show  the  modal  ad- 
ministration, project  number  and  title,  and  corresponding  staff 
months. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

LISTING  OF  20  MOST  STAFF-INTENSIVE  AUDITS,   FY  1992 


STAFF       PROJECT 
MONTHS      NUMBER 


OPER. 
ADMIN. 


35 
33 
32 
30 


1 V30 1 5  VOOO  COAST  GUARD  READINESS  USCG 

24400 1 4000  PROPERTY  ACQUISITION  &  REPLACEMENT  HOUSING  PAYMENT  FAA 

1D3002D00I  PCIE  COMPUTER  INTEGRITY  SYSTEMS  PROJECT  TASKS  1  &  2A  -  3  DOT 

I D3006DOOO  DEPARTMENTAL  ACCOUNTING  &  FINANCIAL  INFORMATION  SYSTEM  OST 


28 

28 

26 

25 

25 
23 
23 
22 
21 
21 
20 
20 
19 
18 
18 
18 


2440024000         CERTIFICATION  &  SURVEILLANCE  OF  FOREIGN  &  DOMESTIC  REPAIR  FAA 
STATIONS 

2040030000          SURVEILLANCE     OF     FOREIGN     MANUFACTURERS     OF     AVIATION  FAA 
EQUIPMENT 

2640036000          MARINE  SAFETY  OFFICE  OVERSIGHT  OF  VESSEL  CONSTRUCTION  USCG 
STANDARDS  ENFORCEMENT 

2340013000          YORKTOWN     RESERVE     TRAINING     CENTER     PROCUREMENT     &  USCG 
CONTRACT  ADMININISTRATION 

1940029000          CONSTRUCTION  ACTIVITIES  PACinC  AREA  USCG 

2340023000          SUPPLY  REQUIREMENTS  DETERMINATION  FOR  VESSELS  USCG 

2740047000          INCENTIVE  AND  SPECIAL  PAY  USCG 

1V3011V000         ACQUISITION/MANAGEMENT  OF  JAYHAWK  HELICOPTER  PROGRAM  USCG 

2940029000          UTILIZATION  OF  AIRPORT  REVENUES  -  BALTIMORE  FAA 

1 340063000          ESTABLISHMENT  OF  A  CENTRALIZED  FINANCE  CENTER  USCG 

1 940079000         OVERSIGHT  OF  CONSULTING  CONTRACTS  AWARDED  BY  SPONSORS  FAA 

1 240092000          MANUFACTURING  INSPECTION  ACTI VmES  -  NEW  ENGLAND  REGION  FAA 

2540025000          ELECTRONIC  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS  FTA 

2940049000          REAL  PROPERTY  MANAGMENT  IN  PACIFIC  AREA  USCG 

1 S30 1 1 SOOO         UNIVERSITY  TRANSPORTATION  CENTERS  PROGRAM  OST 

2640046000          PRICING  OF  AIRCRAFT  PARTS  FAA 
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CFO  ACT  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  list  any  resources  in  the  DOT  budget  request 
for  fiscal  year  1994,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  OIG,  related  to 
implementation  of  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act,  similar  to  the 
data  provided  on  page  463  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  (OST)  and  the  OIG  are  the  only  DOT  components 
which  have  requested  resources  in  the  FY  1994  DOT  budget  submission  for  the  im- 
plementation of  the  CFO  Act.  OST  has  requested  $490,000  for  contractor  assistance 
in  performing  financial  improvement  activities  related  to  the  preparation  of  finan- 
cial statements  required  by  the  CFO  Act.  The  OIG  has  requested  $1.0  million  for  in- 
house  personnel  and  $2.6  million  in  contract  authority  to  be  used  for  the  financial 
statement  audits  required  by  the  CFO  Act. 

department's  CFO  ACCOUNTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  list  of  DOT  funds  meeting  CFO  cri- 
teria shown  on  pages  464  through  473  of  last  year's  hearing  record, 
and  please  denote  which  will  be  audited  by  contractors  and  which 
by  in-house  staff. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  attached  chart  lists  the  DOT  funds  and  activities  which  fall  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  CFO  Act.  The  amounts  shown  for  the  fiscal  year  1993  Budget  Author- 
ity are  the  only  actual  amounts  reflected  in  the  chart.  The  other  five  columns  are 
estimated  amounts  as  they  appeared  in  the  fiscal  year  1993  and  1994  budget  re- 
quests. 
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Funds  Meeting  CFO  Criteria 
(Dollars  in  Thousands) 

FY93  FY94 

BUDGET  FY  93  FY  93  BUDGET  FY  94  FY  94 

MODE    ACCOUNT  TO  BE  AUDITED      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS       AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS 


OST         WORKING  CAPITAL  FUND 

69-45200-4-407  (Nole  A)  $95,144  $95,144  $95,144  $0  $93,108  $0 

GIFTS  AND  BEQUESTS 

69-8548-0-7-407  (Note  B)  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0 

MINORITY  BUSINESS 
RESOURCE  CENTER 
DIRECT  LOAN  FINANCING 
ACCOUNT 
69-4186-0-3-407  (Note  B)  $0  $7,500  $0  $700  $8,014  $700 

PAYMENTS  TO  AIR 

CARRIERS 

69-83O4-O-7-402(Notes  A&D)  $38,600  $38,600  $38,600  $38,600  $38,600  $38,600 

TRUST  FUND  SHARE  OF 

RENTAL  PAYMENTS 

69-8066O-7-407  $61,036  $61,036  $61,036  $40,551  $40,551  $40,551 

SUB-TOTAL  $194,780  $202,280  $194,780  $79,851  $180,273  $79,851 

FAA         TRUST  FUND  SHARE  OF 
FAA  OPERATIONS 
69^1 04-0-7^102  (Note  A)  $3,190,600  $3,190,600        $3,190,600        $2,268,750  $2,268,750        $2,268,750 

GRANTS-IN-AID  AIRPORTS 

69-8106-0-7-402  (Note  A)  $1,900,000  $1,900,000        $1,759,000        $1,879,000  $1,879,000        $1,789,458 
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FY93  FY94 

BUDGET  FY  93  FY  93  BUDGET  FY  94  FY  94 

MODE    ACCOUNT  TO  BE  AUDITED      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS 
FACILITIES  AND 
EQUIPMENT  AIRPORT 
AIRWAYS 
69-8107-0-7-402  (Note  A)  $2,815,000  $2,767,000        $2,145,000        $2,524,000  $2,828,105        $2,138,420 

RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING 

AND  DEVELOPMENT 

6&^108-0-7^«)2(NoteA)  $231,470  $231,470  $239,470  $250,000  $238,881  $256,159 

AVIATION  INSURANCE 

REVOLVING  FUND 

69-4120-0-3-402  (Note  A)  $3,785  $185  $185  $0  $195  $0 

AIRCRAFT  PURCHASE 

LOAN  GUARANTEE 

PROGRAM 

69-1399-0-1-402  (Note  A)  $150  $150  $150  $149  $149  $149 

SUB-TOTAL  $8,141,005  $8,089,405        $7,334,405        $6,921,899  $7,215,080        $6,452,936 

FRA         RAILROAD 

REHABILITATION 

AND  IMPROVEMENT 

FINANCING  FUND 

69-4411-0-3-401  SO  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0 

NATIONAL  MAGNETIC 

LEVITATION 

DEVELOPMENT 

6&«353-0-7-401  (Note  F)  $45,000  $0  $0 

AMTRAK  CORRIDOR 

IMPROVEMENT  DIRECT 

LOAN  FINANCING 

ACCOUNT 

69^164-0-3-401  $0  $203  $0  $0  $0  $0 

HIGH  SPEED  GROUND 

TRANSPORTATION 

DEVELOPMENT 

6&«352-0-7-401  (Note  F)  $5,000  $0  $0 

HIGH  SPEED  GROUND 

TRANSPORTATION 

DEVELOPMENT 

69-9973-0-7-W1  $140,000  $5,000  $31,000 

SUB-TOTAL  $50,000  KM  $0  $140,000  $5,000  $31,000 
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FY93  FY94 

BUDGET  FY  93  FY  93  BUDGET  FY  94  FY  94 

MODE    ACCOUNT  TO  BE  AUDITED      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS       AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS 
RSPA      TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEMS  CENTER 
WORKING  CAPITAL  FUND 
69-4522-0-4-407  $232,500  $232,500  $232,500  $0  $218,000  $0 

PIPEUNE  SAFETY 

6951 72-02-407  (Note  G)  $15,578  $15,578  $13,998 

EMERGENCY 

PREPAREDNESS  FUND 

6*5282-02-407  $18,810  $18,810  $9,969  $15,675  $15,675  $13,695 

ALASKA  PIPELINE 

TASK  FORCE 

69«34&O-7-407  (Note  C)  $1,000  $1,000  $800  $0  $0  $110 

SUB-TOTAL  $267,888  $267,888  $257,267  $15,675  $233,675  $13,805 

MARAD  FEDERAL  SHIP  FINANCING 

69-4301-0-3-403  $191,951  $126,900  $126,900  $0  $171,966  $25,069 

VESSEL  OPERATIONS 

REVOLVING  FUND 

69-4303-0-3-403  $57,000  $74,668  $61,863  $0  $54,500  $0 

WAR  RISK  INSURANCE 

REVOLVING  FUND 

6*4302-0-3-403  $1,520      '  $279  $279  $0  $279  $0 

SPECIAL  STUDIES, 

SERVICES,  AND 

PROJECTS 

6&«547-O7-403  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0 

GIFTS  AND  BEQUESTS 

69-8503O-7-403  $10  $10  $10  $10  $10  $10 

SUB-TOTAL  $250,481  $201 .857  $189,052  $10  $226,755  $25,079 

USCG     COAST  GUARD  SUPPLY 
FUND 
69-4535-04-403  $73,602  $73,678  $74,002  $0  $85,333  $400 

COAST  GUARD  YARD 

FUND 

69-4743-0-4-403  $30,589      $39,296     $35,589         $0      $44,440         $0 
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FY93  FY94 

BUDGET              FY  93  FY  93             BUDGET              FY  94                 FY  94 

MODE    ACCOUNT  TO  BE  AUDITED      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS  OUTLAYS      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS 
BOATING  SAFETY 

69*149-0-7-403                                    $70,000              $70,000  $70,000             $72,000               $72,000             $69,668 

COAST  GUARD  GENERAL 

GIFT  FUND 

694533O-7-403  $80  $80  $80  $80  $80  $80 

MISCELLANEOUS  TRUST 

REVOLVING  FUND 

69-9981-0-8-403  $6,228  $6,392  $6,253  $0  $6,340  $0 

TRUST  FUND  SHARE  OF 

EXPENSES 

68^314*7-304  (Note  E)  $69,698  $69,698  $69,698  $49,457  $49,457  $49,457 

EMERGENCY  FUND 

6&«31 3-0-7-304  (Note  E)  $50,000  $50,000  $50,000  $50,000  $50,000  $50,000 

PAYMENT  OF  CLAIMS 

69-8312-0-7-304  (Note  E)  $50,000  $60,000  $50,000  $25,000  $25,000  $25,000 

SUB-TOTAL  $360,197  $359,144  $355,622  $196,537  $332,710  $194,605 

SLSDC    SLSDC  PUBLIC 

ENTERPRISE  FUND 

69-4089-0-3-403  $13,580  $13,580  $13,580  $12,415  $12,715  $12,715 

OPERATIONS  AND 
MAINTENANCE  . 
69-8003-0-7-403  $12,080  $12,080  $12,080  $10,915  $10,915  $10,915 

SUB-TOTAL  $25,660  $25,660  $25,660  $23,330  $23,630  $23,630 

FHWA     FEDERAL-AID-HIGHWAYS 

69^)83-0-7-401  (Note  A)  $20,654,149        $19,239,000     $16,950,661      $20,836,431        $20,556,009      $19,678,364 

HIGHWAY  RELATED 

SAFETY  GRANTS 

69-8019-0-7-401  (Note  A)  $20,000  $20,000  $11,225  $20,000  $10,000  $9,187 

NATIONAL  RECREATIONAL 

TRAILS  GRANTS 

69-8351-0-7-303  (Note  A)  $15,000  $15,000  $9,113  $0  $0  $0 

BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON 

PARKWAY 

69^)14-0-7-401  (Note  A)  $0  $0  $15,929  $0  $0  $0 
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FY93  FY94 

BUDGET  FY  93  FY  93  BUDGET  FY  94  FY  94 

MODE   ACCOUNT  TO  BE  AUDITED      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS 
OTHER  HIGHWAY 
PROGRAMS 
6&«X»-0-7-401(NoteA)  SO  $16,351  $14,329  $0  $0  $0 

SAFETY  RESEARCH  AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

6&«)1 7-0-7-401  (No»e  A)  SO  $0  $2,862  $0  $0  SO 

MOTOR  CARRIER  SAFETY 

GRANTS 

eM04«)-7-401(NoteA)         $76,000      $76,000     $70,613     $80,000      $65,000     $65,784 

MOTOR  CARRIER  SAFETY 

69O552-0-1 -401  (Note  G)  0  0  7611 

MISCELLANEOUS  TRUST 

FUND 

6&«971-0-7-1S1  (NrteA)  $5,630       $5,630     $13,410     $27,330      $27,330     $32,373 

HIGHWAY-RAILROAD 

GRADE  CROSSING 

SAFETY 

DEMONSTRATION 

6&«72-0-7-401(NoteA)  SO  $65,192  $48,287  $0  $59,181  SO 

UNIVERSITY 

TRANSPORTATION 

CENTERS 

69-8065-0-7-401  (Note  A)  SO  $0  $4,201  $0  $0  SO 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 

REVOLVING  FUND 

6»«402-O«-401  (NoteA)         $42,500      $42,500     $42,500         $0      $42,500         SO 

ADVANCES  FROM  STATE 
COOPERATING  AGENCIES 
AND  FOREIGN 
GOVERNMENT 
6»«054-0-7-401  (Notes  AAB)  SO  SO  SO  SO  SO  SO 

ADVANCES  FROM 

HIGHWAY  RESEARCH 

PROGRAM 

6&4264-0-7-1 51  (Notes  A&B)  SO  SO  SO  SO  $0  $0 
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FY93  FY94 

BUDGET  FY  93  FY  93  BUDGET  FY  94  FY  94 

MODE    ACCOUNT  TO  BE  AUDITED      AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS       AUTHORITY    OBLIGATIONS      OUTLAYS 
CONTRIBUTIONS  FROM 
STATES,  ETC.  COOP 
WORK  FOREST  HIGHWAY 
69^265-0-7-401  (Notes  A&B)  $0  {0  SO  SO  $0  $0 

FOREIGN  ADVANCES, 

TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE 

69-6502-0-7-1 51  (Notes  A&B)  $0  $0  SO  SO  SO  SO 

SUB-TOTAL  $20,813,279        $19,479,673     $17,190,741      $20,963,761        $20,760,020     $19,785,708 

NHTSA    OPERATIONS  AND 
RESEARCH 
6&«)1 6-0-7-401  (Note  A)  $45,806  $45,806  $40,192  $50,331  $50,331  $55,656 

HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC 

SAFETY  GRANTS 

6»«02aO-7-401  (Note  A)  $171,000  $173,000  $138,759  $196,000  $145,000  $141,511 

SUB-TOTAL  $216,806  $218,806  $178,951  $246,331  $195,331  $197,167 

FTA         FTA  FUNDED  TRUST 

FUND  DISCRETIONARY 

GRANTS 

69-8191-0-7-401  {Note  A)  $1,725,000  $1,080,000        $1,490,202        $1,785,000  $1,850,000        $1,618,308 

TRUST  FUND  SHARE  OF 

TRANSIT  PROGRAMS 

6&«35O-0-7-401(NoteA)  $1,150,000  $1,150,000        $1,150,000        $1,190,000  $1,190,000        $1,190,000 

SUB-TOTAL  $2,875,000  $2,230,000        $2,640,202        $2,975,000  $3,040,000        $2,808,308 

TOTAL  $33,185,096        $31,074,916      $28,366,680      $31,562,394        $32,212,474      $29,612,089 


TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  FUNDS  WITH  ACTIVITY: 

FY  1993     47  D            Beginning  in  FY  1992  tliis  program  is  funded 

FY  1 994     38  out  of  the  Airport  and  Ainway  Trust  Fund 

NOTES:  E            Account  is  part  of  the  Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust 

Fund  which  will  lie  audited  in  its  entirety 
A  Audited  by  contract  if  funds  are  available. 

F  Effective  FY  1 994  two  FRA  Accounts  6&*353- 

B            Included  in  FY  1993  and  1994  audited  financial  0-7-401  and  6&«352-0-7-401  were  combined 

statements  because  of  account  balances  into  a  new  Account  69-9973-0-7-401 

C            Included  in  FY  1993  budget  to  be  audited  in  G            Reported  as  funds  meeting  CFO  criteria  for  FY 

FY1994.      Account  is  part  of  the  Oil   Spill  1993  tHJt  determined  not  to  meet  the  criteria  in 

Liability  Trust  Fund  Wfhich  will  be  audited  In  its  FY  1994. 
entirety. 
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FERS  AND  THRIFT  SAVINGS  BUDGETING 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  advised  the  Committee  that  you  had 
been  under-budgeting  the  amount  of  funding  required  for  Federal 
Employee  Retirement  System  and  Thrift  Savings  Plan  contribu- 
tions. 

What  was  the  magnitude  of  this  problem,  and  has  it  been  cor- 
rected in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  OIG  has  one  of  the  Department's  highest  Thrift  Savings  Plan  participation 
rates  with  approximately  250  individuals  contributing  to  the  retirement  plan.  This 
shortfall  will  be  corrected  if  the  fiscal  year  1994  request  for  $412,000  to  fund  bene- 
fits is  appropriated.  In  the  past,  funding  for  benefits  has  been  19  percent  of  person- 
nel compensation;  however,  the  actual  biweekly  benefit  rate  is  currently  over  21 
percent. 

COLLEGE  RECRUITMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  for  the  record  the  data  on  college  re- 
cruitment, as  shown  on  page  480  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by 
providing  data  for  fiscal  year  1992. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Auditors  Number  Percent 


GS-5/7/9 

Hires  from  College 

12 

50 

Hires  from  the  Workforce 

12 

50 

GS-11  and  above 

Hires  from  College 

0 

0 

Hires  from  the  Workforce 

IG 

100 

Criminal  Investigators 

GS-5/7/9 

Hires  from  College 

0 

0 

Hires  from  the  Workforce 

3 

100 

GS-11  and  above 

Hires  from  College 

0 

0 

Hires  from  the  Workforce 

4 

100 
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NEW  HIRES 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  data  last  year  indicates  the  64  percent  of  your 
audit  new  hires  and  93  percent  of  investigative  new  hires  came 
from  their  workforce  instead  of  directly  from  college.  Please  update 
these  figures,  and  check  with  the  General  Accounting  Office  to  get 
corresponding  figures  for  their  new  hires. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1992,  70  percent  of  our  audit  new  hires  and  100  percent  of  our  inves- 
tigative new  hires  came  directly  from  the  workforce  instead  of  college.  The  General 
Accounting  Office  hired  11  percent  of  their  new  auditors  from  the  workforce.  They 
do  not  have  any  investigators. 

MOTOR  FUEL  EXCISE  TAX — INVESTIGATIVE  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  table  showing  the  amount  of  investi- 
gative resources,  in  both  staff-years  and  dollars,  budgeted  by  the 
DOT  IG  for  motor  fuel  excise  tax  evasion  cases,  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1990  through  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  OIG  actively  began  investigating  motor  fuel  excise  tax  evasion  schemes 
during  May  1992.  Therefore,  no  agent  resources  were  allocated  to  this  initiative 
during  Fiscal  Years  1990  and  1991.  The  OIG  expends  general  funding  to  support 
agent  participation  in  these  CEises.  We  receive  no  specific  funding  for  motor  fuel  tax 
evasion  investigations. 


Rscal  year 

1992 

1993 

1994 

Agent  staff  years 

1101 

4.6 

246 

'  Investigative  resources  were  used  for  approximately  5  months  (May  through  September)  during  FY  1992. 

^  FY  1994  resources  are  based  on  time  charged  thus  far  in  FY  1993  and  projected  through  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

At  present,  there  are  four  special  agents  assigned  full  time  to  motor  fuel  task 
forces.  Additional  agents  assist  them  during  the  execution  of  search  warrants  and 
on  interviews,  when  necessary.  The  OIG  will  continue  to  apply  its  investigative  re- 
sources in  every  way  possible  to  combat  this  problem. 

AUDITOR  PROMOTION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  in  detail  the  accelerated  promotion  pro- 
gram for  the  GS-511  auditor  series,  as  mentioned  on  page  54  of  the 
justifications. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  OIG  has  established  an  accelerated  promotion  program  to  help  attract  and 
retain  highly  qualified  candidates  for  the  GS-511  Auditor  series.  This  program  pro- 
vides for  accelerated  promotions  from  GS-5  to  GS-7  for  each  eligible  auditor  partici- 
pating in  the  program.  The  program  will  allow  us  to  credit  specialized  experience  at 
a  2:1  ratio  and  will  waive  the  normal  time-in-grade  requirements  for  employees  par- 
ticipating in  this  program.  We  believe  this  program  will  be  of  significant  value  in 
helping  the  OIG  to  attract  and  retain  highly  qualified  auditors  (especially  since 
other  OIGs  have  implemented  similar  programs),  and  will  have  a  positive  impact  on 
such  areas  £is  workforce  diversity  and  special  emphasis  programs. 

RELOCATION  OF  FIELD  OFFICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  any  funds  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  request 
for  the  establishment,  relocation,  or  major  renovation  of  any  DOT 
IG  field  office? 

If  so,  please  explain  in  detail. 


504 


[The  information  follows:] 


There  are  no  funds  requested  for  the  estabhshment,  relocation,  or  major  renova- 
tion of  any  field  offices  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

PRINTING  AND  REPRODUCTION  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  printing  and  reproduction  costs  have  decreased 
from  $183,000  in  fiscal  year  1992  to  a  requested  $139,000  in  fiscal 
year  1994.  Yet  you  have  created  a  new  part  of  your  organization 
over  that  time  period — inspections  and  evaluations — and  the 
number  of  products  you  put  out  seems  to  be  increasing.  I'm  not 
complaining,  I'm  just  wondering  how  you  are  able  to  put  out  more 
reports  with  a  declining  printing  and  photocopying  budget. 

Could  you  explain? 

[The  information  follows:] 

During  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992,  the  OIG  was  actively  recruiting  individuals  for 
vacant  positions.  With  the  reduction  in  positions  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994,  the 
printing  of  vacancy  announcements  and  other  recruiting  material  will  be  signifi- 
cantly reduced.  Therefore,  the  OIG  has  recognized  a  reduction  in  printing  and  re- 
production costs. 

PROGRAM  AUDIT  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  the  average  cost  of  an  IG  program  audit  in 
fiscal  year  1992 — including  costs  for  audit  staff  time,  supplies, 
travel,  and  other  assignment-related  costs —  and  how  does  that 
compare  to  comparable  figures  for  a  report  from  the  U.S.  General 
Accounting  Office? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  average  cost  for  an  IG  program  audit  in  fiscal  year  1992  was  approximately 
$118,000.  According  to  GAO,  their  average  cost  for  an  audit  was  $192,000. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  the  time  you 
have  given  the  Committee  and  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 
Ms.  ScHiAvo.  Thank  you. 


Wednesday,  April  14,  1993. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

WITNESSES 

KATHERINE  E.  COLLINS,  ACTING  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  BUDGET 
AND  PROGRAMS 

JON  SEYMOUR,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  ADMINISTRATION 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  afternoon.  Today  the  Subcommittee  is  going  to 
receive  testimony  on  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  of  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation.  That  request  totals  about 
$263  million  which  represents  a  10  percent  increase  over  fiscal  year 
1993.  Over  80  percent  of  the  increase  would  go  to  the  General  Serv- 
ices Administration  to  pay  for  increased  rental  charges  on  facilities 
occupied  by  Department  of  Transportation.  Salaries  and  expenses 
would  rise  about  5.5  percent  under  the  budget  proposal. 

Normally,  the  Deputy  Secretary  would  be  appearing  before  us 
today.  However,  since  the  nominee  for  this  position  has  not  yet 
been  confirmed,  we  will  instead  hear  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Budget  and  Programs,  Kathy  Collins,  and  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Administration,  Jon  Seymour. 

Both  of  you  are  no  strangers  to  the  Committee.  It  seems  like  it 
has  been  almost  a  weekly  occurrence  in  the  last  few  months.  We 
welcome  you  to  present  the  OST  budget.  We  will  put  your  entire 
statement  in  the  record,  and  you  may  proceed  with  a  summary  of 
your  statement. 

Ms.  Collins.  Thank  you  very  much  for  having  us  here.  I  am 
pleased  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  1994  budget.  We  would  all  rather 
have  the  Deputy  Secretary  speak. 

Mr.  Carr.  Actually,  we  are  just  as  glad  to  have  you,  with  all  due 
respect  to  Mort  Downey,  a  good  friend  of  ours  also. 

Statement  of  Katherine  Collins 

Ms.  Collins.  Before  talking  about  the  budget  I  wanted  to  talk  a 
bit  about  the  transition.  We  appreciate  and  have  understood  your 
concern  about  the  pace  of  appointments.  I  want  to  assure  you,  as  a 
career  member  of  the  Department,  that  in  this  interim  period  as 
new  members  join  the  Department  that  the  career  staff  is  hanging 
together  and  has  supported  the  Secretary  in  his  efforts  to  set  new 
directions  and  make  accomplishments. 

I  think  perhaps  the  three  areas  most  notable  are  a  strong  budget 
on  behalf  of  transportation  that  makes  a  commitment  to  infra- 
structure and  to  rail  and  transit,  a  very  aggressive  posture  on  avia- 
tion policy,  and  trying  to  move  ahead  on  regulations.  We  have 
issued  some  48  regulations  since  the  administration  began. 
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Having  said  that,  to  move  to  the  budget.  Our  request  is  $263.9 
miUion.  Excluding  the  DOT  rent — the  payment  on  behalf  of  the 
entire  Department  put  in  the  OST  budget  following  the  pattern  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee — our  overall  request  is  4  percent. 
This  increase  is  driven  by  efforts  to  improve  our  management.  A 
key  example  is  the  increase  for  the  payroll  and  personnel  system 
which  is  something  that  has  been  a  vulnerability  concern  of  the 
Department  and  listed  on  all  of  the  high-risk  reports  about  the  De- 
partment. It  is  something  we  want  to  fix.  So  there  is  growth  in  the 
budget  for  that. 

The  other  thing  I  would  note  about  this  budget  is  that  OST  has  a 
range  of  responsibility.  The  OST  has  more  than  simply  a  staff  func- 
tion. We  have  operational  responsibility  for  commercial  space  and 
for  airline  negotiations.  But  we  also  have  strong  management  re- 
sponsibilities that  this  committee  is  as  concerned  about  as  we  are, 
particularly  in  the  procurement  area,  financial  management  and 
the  integrity  of  what  we  do.  So  we  need  resources  in  this  budget  to 
allow  us  to  carry  out  these  responsibilities,  to  give  support  and  di- 
rection to  the  Department  and  at  the  same  time  to  achieve  econo- 
mies and  efficiencies  and  tighter  management  over  all. 

The  highlights  of  the  budget,  for  the  salaries  and  expenses  ac- 
count which  funds  the  Immediate  Offices  of  the  Secretary  and 
Deputy  and  all  the  Assistant  Secretaries,  we  ask  for  $65.8  million. 
Six  million  of  this  is  for  the  payroll  system,  but  all  other  costs — 
salaries  and  travel  and  support — ^grow  by  1  percent,  and  our  FTE  is 
reduced  by  6  net  below  the  1993  enacted  level. 

For  the  Office  of  Commercial  Space,  the  request  is  $5.2  million 
and  26  FTEs.  This  is  growth  over  the  1993  level,  but  we  are  con- 
cerned about  the  state  of  workload  there,  and  the  ability  to  keep 
pace  with  it,  carry  out  our  safety  responsibilities  and  support  the 
industry. 

Other  parts  of  our  budget  are  kept  at  current  levels,  noticably 
the  EAS  program,  the  loan  program  for  minority  businesses,  and 
the  transportation  planning  R&D  program,  which  is  the  main  re- 
search funds  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary.  The  working  capital 
fund  has  a  minor  increase  of  $108,000,  and  we  have  some  efficien- 
cies there  as  well. 

For  rent,  we  are  asking  for  $149.6  million.  This  is  growth  of  $19 
million,  we  admit,  but  this  is  the  amount  necessary  to  cover  our 
existing  space  and  critical  increases.  We  would  like  your  support  of 
that. 

That  is  the  overview  of  the  budget.  We  would  be  happy  to  answer 
your  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Katherine  Collins  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  KATHERINE  E.  COLLINS 

ACTING  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  BUDGET  AND  PROGRAMS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 
APRIL  14,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to 
appear  before  you  to  address  the  FY  1994  budget  request  for  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary.   I  know  that  the  Subcommittee  is 
concerned  about  the  pace  of  appointments  within  the  Department. 
I  want  to  assure  you  that,  in  the  interim  as  appointees  are 
joining  the  Department,  that  the  career  staff  of  the  Department 
are  working  hard  as  a  team  to  support  the  Secretary  and  carry  out 
the  varied  responsibilities  of  DOT. 

As  this  hearing  approaches  the  100  day  mark  for  the  Clinton 
Administration,  it  is  appropriate  to  convey  some  of  the 
significant  accomplishments  and  changes  at  DOT  since  the 
Administration  took  office.   These  are  indicative  of  the 
directions  we  hope  to  move  DOT  in,  and  we  will  be  seeking  your 
help  in  building  a  solid  record  of  accomplishment.   The  Secretary 
has: 

o    Proposed  a  strong  budget  for  transportation  that  emphasizes 
the  importance  of  infrastructure  investment,  makes  a 
continuing  commitment  to  transit  and  rail  and  recognizes  the 
importance  of  these  transportation  modes  to  our 
transportation  system. 

o    Set  an  aggressive  agenda  to  ensure  the  strength  and 

viability  of  our  airline  industry,  as  evidenced  by  working 
with  Congress  on  to  enact  the  National  Commission  to  Ensure 
a  Strong  and  Competitive  Airline  Industry 

o    Set  as  a  key  priority  for  the  Administration  to  develop  a 
strategy  to  stabilize  the  maritime  industry. 

o    Announced  an  aggressive  position  in  defending  the  rights  of 
U.S.  carriers  abroad  and  set  out  to  pursue  a  new  and  more 
open  aviation  agreement  with  the  United  Kingdom  while  at  the 
same  time  honoring  existing  agreements,  as  reflected  in 
action  to  approve  the  operating  arrangement  between  USAir 
and  British  Airways. 

o    Signalled  a  concern  for  airline  competitive  practices  by 
working  with  the  Department  of  Justice  to  review  alleged 
unfair  competitive  practices  by  Northwest  Airlines  against 
Reno  Air,  a  small  new  entrant  carrier.   Northwest 
subsequently  withdrew  its  plans  to  operate  service  over  most 
of  Reno's  existing  system. 
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o    Opened  dialogue  with  constituency  groups  here  in  Washington 
and  around  the  country  to  get  better  acquainted  with 
transportation  issues  as  they  affect  the  economy  in  general 
and  the  individual  consumers  of  transportation  services. 

o    Took  actions  toward  streamlining  Departmental  operations 

including  reducing  by  half  the  number  of  executive  vehicles 
in  operation  and  targeting  10  advisory  committees  for 
termination. 

o    Issued  48  rulemakings  on  a  more  timely  basis  including 
proposed  rules  pertaining  to  Metropolitan  Planning 
Organizations  requirements  under  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991,  Flight  Attendant  Duty 
Time,  Railroad  Event  Recorders  and  Light  Truck  Average  Fuel 
Economy  Standards. 

As  the  Secretary  stated  in  his  overview  hearing,  we  are  planning 
a  reorganization  of  the  Office  of  Policy  and  International 
Affairs  into  two  separate  organizations,  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Domestic  Transportation  Policy  and  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Aviation  and  International  Affairs.   This  reorganization 
recognizes  the  significant  activities  of  each  office  and  is 
intended  to  provide  the  necessary  attention  to  each  area.   So  as 
not  to  increase  the  number  of  Assistant  Secretary  positions,  we 
are  creating  an  Office  of  the  Director  of  Public  Affairs. 
Supplemental  appropriations  language  has  been  proposed  to  allow 
this  reorganization  to  take  place  in  FY  1993.   We  are  also 
continuing  the  Office  of  Intermodalism  within  OST  to  be  headed  by 
the  Associate  Deputy  Secretary. 

To  carry  out  our  responsibilities  in  FY  1994,  we  are  requesting 
appropriations  and  obligation  limitations  totaling  $263  million 
for  all  OST  accounts.   Excluding  $150  million  for  rental  payments 
to  the  General  Services  Administration,  which  are  consolidated  in 
this  budget  at  the  Appropriations  Committees'  direction,  the 
request  provides  a  four  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993  enacted 
level.   We  are  also  requesting  $93.1  million  in  obligation 
authority  for  the  Working  Capital  Fund,  only  $108  thousand  above 
the  FY  1993  enacted  level.   Finally,  our  request  supports  a  total 
employment  level  of  1,103  FTE,  23  FTE  (two  percent)  below  the  FY 
1993  enacted  level. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Salaries  and  Expenses  appropriation  request  totals  $65.8 
million.   While,  in  total,  this  is  an  increase  of  5.5  percent 
over  the  FY  1993  enacted  level,  the  growth  is  due  to  Systems 
Development  funding  necessary  to  correct  identified 
vulnerabilities  in  our  payroll  and  personnel  system.   All  other 
funding  in  this  account  increases  by  only  one  percent. 
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This  budget  holds  the  line  on  growth  yet  is  essential  to  support 
our  efforts  to  carry  out  a  diverse  and  demanding  workload  that 
includes:   management  oversight  in  the  areas  of  information 
technology,  acquisition  and  grants,  and  financial  integrity; 
legal  support  including  over  200  rulemakings  that  are  pending; 
negotiation  of  airline  issues;  coordination  of  transportation 
security  matters;  attention  to  civil  rights;  support  for  small 
and  disadvantaged  businesses  and  budget  and  policy  analysis  to 
ensure  that  the  decisionmaking  processes  in  the  Department  are 
based  on  full  information  and  a  range  of  alternatives. 

The  staffing  request  of  650  FTE  is  a  net  decrease  of  6  FTE  below 
the  FY  1993  enacted  level.   This  reflects  a  reduction  of  22  FTE 
throughout  OST — including  the  Immediate  Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Budget  and  Programs,  Governmental  Affairs,  and  Administration — 
and  an  increase  of  16  FTE.   Of  the  increase,  4  FTE  will  support 
the  development  of  the  new  payroll  system,  3  FTE  reflect  a 
technical  adjustment  to  convert  details  to  direct  hires  in  the 
Office  of  Intelligence  and  Security,  8  FTE  are  for  annualization 
in  Administration  and  an  additional  FTE  in  the  Office  of  the 
Deputy  Secretary  needed  to  provide  a  core  level  of  support. 

There  are  a  number  of  key  investments  proposed  for  FY  1994 
necessary  for  management  improvement  and  cost  savings.   The 
request  of  $6.4  million  for  Systems  Development  will  allow  us  to 
advance  the  development  of  the  Integrated  Personnel/Payroll 
System  which  will  replace  the  separate  payroll  and  personnel 
systems.   These  two  antiquated,  materially  deficient  systems  have 
been  cited  in  the  Federal  Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act 
Report  as  vulnerabilities.   For  the  Office  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Administration,  we  request  $8,000  to  implement  a 
system  to  track  the  costs  associated  with  the  Worker's 
Compensation  Program  in  an  effort  to  identify  preventive  actions 
we  can  take  to  reduce  DOT'S  costs  in  this  area,  which  totalled 
$87  million  for  FY  1992.   To  strengthen  our  procurement  oversight 
capability,  we  are  requesting  $55,000  for  procurement  skill 
training  as  required  by  law,  $50,000  to  fund  outside  technical 
expertise  to  assist  our  procurement  reviews  and  additional  travel 
funds  to  allow  OST  attendance  at  program  reviews  at  contractor 
plants. 

We  continue  to  request  a  single  appropriation  for  OST  Salaries 
and  Expenses  because  of  the  management  flexibility  a  single 
account  would  provide.   Although  we  appreciate  the  twelve  percent 
transfer  authority  the  Committee  provided  for  FY  1993,  we  believe 
a  single  account  would  allow  optimum  use  of  our  resources.   We 
are  not  requesting  an  increase  in  Reception  and  Representation 
funds,  but  we  do  ask  your  support  to  continue  the  current  level 
of  $40,000. 
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OFFICE  OF  COMMERCIAL  SPACE  TRAKSPORTATIOW 

For  the  Office  of  Commercial  Space  Transportation  (OCST) ,  we 
request  $5.2  million  and  26  FTE  to  support  licensing, 
inspections,  vehicle  design  review,  safety  research  and  policy 
analysis  activities.   OCST  is  responsible  for  regulating  U.S. 
private  commercial  space  launches  to  protect  public  safety  and 
national  interests.   The  Office  also  has  responsibilities, 
enacted  as  part  of  the  1990  amendments  to  the  Commercial  Space 
Launch  Act,  to  facilitate  the  strengthening  of  U.S.  space 
transportation  infrastructure. 

Thirty  four  successful  commercial  launches  have  occurred  since 
1989  when  licensed  U.S.  launches  began.   The  U.S.  Commercial 
Launch  Manifest,  as  of  April  1993,  identifies  a  total  of  41 
launches  already  planned  for  the  next  several  years.   With  a 
burgeoning  commercial  space  industry,  the  number  and  variety  of 
vehicles  requiring  licensing  has  increased,  adding  to  the  scope 
and  complexity  of  the  Office's  workload.   Some  of  these  license 
applications  introduce  a  level  of  complexity  substantially  higher 
than  the  conventional  launch  vehicles.   The  requested  increase  of 
3  FTE  for  FY  1994  is  needed  to  manage  the  licensing  and 
regulatory  workload  and  to  ensure  that  safety  is  not  compromised 
and  that  we  do  not  create  undue  delays  that  negatively  affect  the 
industry,  especially  small  entrepreneurial  firms. 

The  budget  does  not  assume  user  fee  revenue  at  this  time,  given 
the  statutory  requirement  for  specific  authorization. 

PAYMENTS  TO  AIR  CARRIERS 

For  Payments  to  Air  Carriers,  an  obligation  limitation  of  $38.6 
million  is  requested.   This  level  is  consistent  with  the 
authorization  for  FY  1994  and  equal  to  the  limitation  enacted  in 
the  FY  1993  DOT  Appropriations  Act.   This  will  continue  current 
levels  of  service. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING.  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Our  request  of  $3.0  million  for  Transportation  Planning,  Research 
and  Development  (TPR&D)  finances  intermodal  studies  in  support  of 
policy  development.   The  request  essentially  freezes  the  FY  1993 
enacted  level.   New  studies  proposed  for  FY  1994  include  an 
assessment  of  the  compliance  costs  and  effectiveness  of 
implementing  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  analysis  of  the 
transportation  impact  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement, 
assessment  of  the  impacts  of  alternative  fuels  on  transportation 
and  evaluation  of  travel  forecasting  measures  as  a  prelude  to 
developing  new  measures.   Continuing  research  into  these  and 
similar  areas  is  a  necessary  foundation  for  solid  policy  planning 
and  regulatory  activity. 
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MINORITY  BUSINESS  RESOXmCES  CEMTER 

We  are  requesting  $.7  million — the  same  as  FY  1993  enacted — for 
the  short  term  lending  program,  to  be  funded  in  a  separate 
account.   This  level  of  financing  will  support  a  total  loan 
program  of  $7.5  million.   The  short  term  lending  program  focuses 
on  lending  working  capital  to  disadvantaged,  minority  and  women- 
owned  businesses  for  transportation-related  projects  in  order  to 
strengthen  their  competitive  capabilities. 

WORKING  CAPITAL  FOND 

We  are  requesting  obligation  authority  of  $93.1  million  for  the 
Working  Capital  Fund  (WCF)  to  fund  common  administrative  services 
in  the  interest  of  economy  and  efficiency.   The  increase  in  the 
WCF  ceiling  has  been  held  to  only  $108,000,  reflecting  economies 
such  as  the  consolidation  of  executive  vehicles  into  a  single 
motor  pool  managed  by  the  Working  Capital  Fund.   This  approach 
has  allowed  reduction  of  10  vehicles  as  a  result  of  consolidation 
of  individual  activities  from  the  operating  administrations  and 
OST.   The  management  of  the  WCF  has  achieved  operating  savings  to 
date  such  as  printing  savings  due  to  use  of  double-side  printing 
and  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  office  copiers.   Staffing 
reductions  for  the  WCF  are  also  planned.   The  FY  1994  FTE  level 
of  340  FTE  is  a  reduction  of  11  FTE  from  the  FY  1993  enacted 
level. 

RENTAL  PAYMENTS  TO  GSA 

The  budget  includes  $149.6  million  for  Rental  Payments  to  GSA, 
which  together  with  $17.5  million  requested  in  the  Federal 
Highways  Administration  budget  to  be  paid  into  this  account, 
finances  the  rent  requirements  for  DOT  except  for  the  Maritime 
Administration.   The  request  covers  the  cost  of  existing  DOT- 
occupied  space  and  critical  new  space  acquisition  which  is 
necessary  to  deal  with  forced  moves  from  non-GSA  to  GSA  space, 
expiring  leases,   workload  growth  (e.g.,  storage  space  for  oil 
spill  cleanup  equipment  and  new  field  office  space  for  RSPA's 
hazardous  materials  inspectors)  and  to  accommodate  new  staff 
proposed  for  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration. 

ADVISORY  COMMITTEES 

We  are  proposing  to  eliminate  the  current  cap  on  spending  for 
advisory  committees.  We  are  doing  our  part  to  reduce  the  number 
of  advisory  committees,  consistent  with  the  President's  Executive 
Order.   Nevertheless,  the  statutory  limitation  has  made  it 
difficult  for  us  to  support  statutorily-authorized  committees  as 
well  as  other  committees  directed  by  Congress  and  committees  the 
Department  sees  as  necessary  to  continue  or  initiate.   Currently, 
23  of  our  39  advisory  committees  are  statutorily  directed. 
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CLOSING  REMARKS 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  not  only  sets  the  direction  for  the 
Department  but  also  will  set  an  example  of  prudent  resource 
management.   We  will  continue  to  look  for  ways  to  streamline  our 
operations  while  improving  the  quality  of  our  work  and 
strengthening  our  management  oversight  capabilities.   We  would 
appreciate  the  Subcommittee's  support  for  the  resources  necessary 
to  carry  out  our  many  responsibilities. 


This  concludes  my  statement. 
Subcommittee's  questions. 


I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  the 
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ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  POLICY  OFFICE 

Mr.  Carr.  I  do  have  a  couple  of  questions. 

First,  about  aviation  policy  issues.  I  think  we  have  all  noted  the 
plans  of  the  Secretary  to  divide  the  policy  functions  into  interna- 
tional and  domestic.  Maybe  you  could  talk  about  that  and  what  if 
any  impact  or  savings  that  might  have  in  terms  of  the  organization 
of  the  Secretary's  office.  Also,  are  there  any  other  reorgsinization 
initiatives  that  you  might  be  able  to  tell  us  about? 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  The  reorganization  of  Policy,  which  is  now  the 
Office  of  Policy  and  International  Affgdrs,  is  something  that  the 
Secretary  heard  a  lot  of  comments  on  during  transition  when  he 
was  head  of  the  transition  and  not  the  designated  Secretary. 

The  thinking  is  that,  as  a  single  office,  the  aviation  area  over- 
whelms the  overall  office.  Other  aspects  like  surface  transportation 
issues,  R&D,  IVHS  and  regulatory  issues  that  that  office  lookes  at 
paled  by  comparison.  The  overwhelming  workload  of  aviation 
really  takes  up  the  Assistant  Secretary's  time. 

The  thought  was  to  split  the  organization  in  two,  keep  aviation 
and  international  policy  separate  and  create  a  domestic  transporta- 
tion office.  That  would  allow  both  arenas  to  have  the  attention 
they  deserved  and  more  focus  than  DOT  has  had  in  the  past  on  the 
non-aviation  area  as  well. 

In  putting  this  budget  together  and  also  the  supplemental  lan- 
guage proposed  for  1993  we  are  maintaining  the  existing  staffing 
level;  we  are  not  increasing  it.  We  have  had  a  problem  with  Policy 
being  overstaffed  in  the  past  and  are  concentrating  on  trying  to  get 
down  to  current  levels  before  we  try  and  look  at  cutting  staff.  We  have 
asked  for  supplemental  appropriation  language  so  that  the  funds 
would  track  with  the  way  the  organization  has  been  planned. 

Right  now  we  have  the  single  appropriation  for  Policy  and  a  sep- 
arate appropriation  for  EAS.  We  hope  there  will  be  an  opportunity 
to  move  on  the  supplemental  if  you  are  supportive  of  this  proposal. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  I  am  trying  to  understand  is  that  even  though 
there  might  have  been  a  staffing  problem  at  international  policy, 
your  own  testimony,  and  I  think  most  observers  agree,  is  that  the 
international  aviation  swamped  that  office  to  the  exclusion  of 
every  other  policy. 

So  now,  if  it  is  divided  with  the  same  number  of  people,  it  seems 
to  me  that  is  a  zero  sum  game,  and  international  and  aviation 
becomes  a  loser.  If  they  were  taking  up  the  existing  capacities  and 
now  half  of  them,  or  however  many  of  them  there  are,  are  now  going 
to  the  domestic  and  surface 

Ms.  Collins.  If  I  could  clarify — the  actual  staffing  is  not  a  50/50 
split,  it  is  something  like  113  FTE  for  international  and  aviation 
and  35  FTE  for  the  domestic  office.  We  are  not  taking  away  people 
from  the  aviation  function.  In  terms  of  the  attention  of  an  assistant 
secretary  and  the  span  of  control,  allowing  the  aviation  activities 
and  staff  to  report  to  one  assistant  secretary  and  the  non-aviation  to 
report  to  another  ensures  that  the  overall  management  of  the 
respective  offices  can  give  full  attention  to  each  area. 
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RESOURCES  FOR  THE  POLICY  OFFICES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  splitting  the  offices  and  having  two  assistant  secre- 
taries, that  total  function  is  going  to  have  more  resources  devoted 
to  it  by  how  much?  Do  you  know?  How  much  more  are  we  putting 
into  that? 

Ms.  Collins.  What  we  did  in  coming  up  with  this  organizational 
change  is,  in  effect,  a  not  quite  formal  desk  audit.  People  went 
through  and  looked  at  how  the  policy  office  was  organized,  what 
people  did.  We  took  those  organizations  that  dealt  with  aviation 
and  international  issues  and  put  them  in  the  new  aviation  and 
international  organization  and  everything  else  stayed  in  the  domes- 
tic transportation  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  now  you  are  adding  an  assistant  secretary  who 
gets  a  certain  amount  of  pay  and  has  a  certain  amount  of  adminis- 
trative support.  And  so  are  you  telling  us  that  you  are  going  to 
divide  the  functions,  including  adding  an  assistant  secretary,  all 
within  the  same  budget  slice? 

Ms.  Collins.  In  1993  we  are.  We  are  not  asking  for  any  supple- 
mental appropriations. 

In  1994  the  budget  request  reflects  the  pricing  of  these  personnel 
costs.  And  the  other  part  of  this  proposal  is  to  change  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Public  Affairs  to  a  Director  of  Public  Affairs  so  that 
we  have  some  reduced  personnel  costs  and  stay  within  the  total  of 
the  number  of  assistant  secretaries. 

Mr.  Carr.  Who  does  that  director  report  to  then? 

Ms.  Collins.  Directly  to  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  Carr.  Not  to  any  assistant? 

Ms.  Collins.  That  is  right.  There  are  no  other  reorganizations 
other  than  the  split  of  Policy  and  the  renaming  of  Public  Affairs. 
The  Secretary  is  reaffirming  the  role  of  the  Office  of  Intermoda- 
lism  and  the  director  of  that  office  will  be  the  Associate  Deputy 
Secretary. 

TOTAL  REORGANIZATION  OF  DOT 

Mr.  Carr.  Did  the  Department  ever  undertake  a  consideration  of 
a  total  reorganization  of  DOT? 

Ms.  Collins.  Not  under  this  Secretary,  no.  The  Secretary  is  con- 
cerned about  getting  people  on  board  and  getting  work  done.  He 
has  not  focused  on  reorganizations  broadly  defined.  His  preference 
is  to  focus  on  the  various  responsibilities  and  issues  that  he  is 
facing. 

Mr.  Carr.  So,  in  other  words,  there  are  no  discussions  going  on 
with  regard  to  possibly  either  eliminating  the  modal  administra- 
tors and  melting  the  modal  structures  into  assistant  secretaries  or 
indeed  getting  rid  of  assistant  secretaries  and  augmenting  modal 
administrators  that  has  always  been  talked  about,  discussed  appar- 
ently during  the  transition.  That  sort  of  fell  by  the  wayside? 

Ms.  Collins.  There  is  no  discussions  or  efforts  toward  that  end. 

AVIATION  POLICY 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Secretary  was  quoted  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
as  saying  and  I  quote:  "We  aren't  going  to  be  bashful  about  inter- 
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vening  where  it  is  called  for.  We  are  willing  to  step  in  wherever  it 
is  appropriate  to  ensure  that  we  have  competition. 

The  previous  administration  could  probably  have  made  that 
same  statement.  What  guidelines  will  this  Department  follow  in  de- 
termining when  intervention  is  called  for  and  how  will  that  differ 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  past  administration? 

Ms.  Collins.  That  quote  was  probably  in  the  context  of  aviation 
matters.  The  Secretary  is  being  very  aggressive  and  views  interven- 
tion for  two  goals,  protecting  competition  domestically  and  also  in 
international  areas,  and  doing  his  best  to  achieve  more  open  markets 
and  access  for  U.S.  carriers. 

There  are  two  examples.  One  is  the  Reno  Air/Northwest  situa- 
tion. What  the  Department  indicated  to  Northwest  is  that  we,  to- 
gether with  Justice,  would  look  into  some  pricing  and  routing  that 
they  were  planning  that  would  have  competed  directly  with  Reno 
Air,  a  small  new  entrant.  By  virtue  of  that  action  and  signaling 
Northwest  backed  off. 

In  the  international  area,  the  Secretary  has  said  when  he  ap- 
proved the  U.S.  Air-BA  agreement  that  it  was  a  one-year  action, 
that  he  very  much  wanted  to  renegotiate  that  U.S. /UK  bilateral. 
He  is  off  to  London  next  week  to  do  that.  He  has  made  it  clear  that 
the  state  of  the  airline  industry  is  important  to  him.  We  will  be  on 
the  lookout  for  opportunities  to  signal  concern  for  the  two  goals  of 
competition  and  looking  out  for  the  U.S.  industry  in  the  interna- 
tional arena. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  let's  take  the  Reno  Air  circumstance.  Competi- 
tion depends  on  what  side  of  that  issue  you  are  on. 

I  think  the  Northwest  people — if  they  were  here,  they  could 
speak  for  themselves.  I  think  they  would  say  that  the  Department 
told  them  not  to  compete.  Their  idea  of  competition  would  have 
been  to  go  head  to  head  with  Reno  Air,  and  they  were  told  by  the 
Department  not  to  compete,  that  Reno  Air  ought  to  be  able  to  pick 
off  one  of  their  high-yielding  routes. 

Ms.  Collins.  There  is  a  concern  about  small  new  entrants. 
Northwest  would  have  had  service  from  Reno  directly  into  Minne- 
apolis, which  would  have  undone  Reno  Air  for  that  route.  It  de- 
pends where  you  sit,  and  I  think  we  have  to  look  out  for  small  car- 
riers and  new  entrants. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  be  one  thing  if  huge  carriers  were  making 
huge  bundles  of  money  and  they  were  pounding  the  daylights  out 
of  little  start-ups.  But  that  isn't  the  case.  We  have  carriers  not 
making  money,  and  the  Department  is  telling  new  entrants,  "come 
on  in  and  pick  off  the  most  profitable  routes  of  these  ailing  large 
airlines."  I  am  wondering  where  the  intervention  is  here?  You  can 
talk  about  competition,  but  that  is  whose  ox  is  getting  gored. 

Ms.  Collins.  I  think  we  may  see  it  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  that 
perhaps  this  was  a  situation  to  signal  a  more  aggressive  stance.  I 
think  as  we  go  forward  that  it  will  be  reviewed  on  a  case-by-case 
basis. 

AIR  PASSENGER  RIGHTS 

Mr.  Carr.  There  was  an  August  1991  report  by  the  GAO  which 
concluded  that  the  DOT  could  be  more  aggressive  about  informing 
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air  passengers  about  their  rights  with  regard  to  luggage,  "bump- 
ing," and  all  the  problems  that  air  travelers  confront.  They  sug- 
gested that  dot's  booklet  on  passenger  rights  be  updated  and  dis- 
played in  more  prominent  locations  such  as  airport  ticket  counters, 
boarding  areas,  and  baggage  claim  areas.  What  has  been  the  De- 
partment's response  to  that,  if  you  know? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  know  that  we  still  have  these  reports. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  don't  you  get  back  to  us  for  the  record  on  that, 
with  your  response  to  the  GAO  recommendation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  updated  "Fly  Rights"  brochure  has  been  completed  and  is  in  departmental 
coordination  prior  to  final  approval.  We  anticipate  issuing  and  distributing  the  re- 
vised brochure  in  August  of  1993.  As  noted  in  the  departmental  reply  to  the  GAO 
report,  hundreds  of  thousands  of  "Fly  Rights"  brochures  have  been  distributed 
through  the  Government  Printing  Office,  the  C!onsumer  Information  Center,  the  De- 
partment's Office  of  Consumer  Affairs,  as  well  as  through  airlines,  airports,  travel 
agents,  and  other  interested  groups.  To  further  facilitate  distribution  of  the  revised 
brochure,  the  Department  will  issue  a  press  release  informing  the  public  of  the 
availability  of  the  new  version.  In  addition,  we  will  work  with  Airport  Administra- 
tors and  professional  travel  organizations  to  provide  them  with  the  opportunity  to 
make  the  brochure  more  prominently  available. 

FUTURE  OF  ESSENTIAL  AIR  SERVICE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Essential  air  service.  I  think  we  all  know  the  particu- 
lar problems  here. 

Let  me  cite  for  the  record  one  that  occurred  in  an  October  1992 
Cox  News  Service  report.  "Kim  Knagge  and  five  fellow  Ball  State 
University  students  paid  $39  each  to  fly  from  Muncie  to  Chicago 
over  Labor  Day  weekend.  Knagge  can  thank  taxpayers  for  the 
cheap  trip.  After  all,  they  paid  for  most  of  it.  For  each  $39  ticket 
that  Knagge  and  her  friends  bought,  taxpayers  pitched  in  $196." 

"Supporters  argue  that  the  program  subsidizes  airlines  that  pro- 
vide needed  services  to  many  of  the  country's  most  remote  destina- 
tions .  .  .  but  it  is  not  much  more  than  an  hour's  drive  from 
Muncie  to  Indianapolis,  where  dozens  of  unsubsidized  flights  leave 
daily  for  Chicago." 

Is  the  administration  going  to  propose  any  new  initiatives  to  con- 
trol the  EAS  program? 

Ms.  Collins.  We  are  not  planning  any  fundamental  changes  to 
the  way  the  program  is  set  forth  in  the  statute.  This  program  has 
been  at  $38.6  million  for  a  couple  of  years.  We  are  continuing  that 
funding  now  and  have  been  able  to  work  well  within  that  level. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  this  is  not  just  a  straight  entitlement 
passing  through  funds  to  the  individual  airlines.  Every  two  years 
as  we  do  rate  renewals  we  review  the  situation,  and  in  many  cases 
airlines  have  gone  off  subsidy  because  their  performance  and  reve- 
nue picture  has  gotten  better. 

We  also  redesignate  the  service  area,  dropping  a  hub  in  a  situa- 
tion where  there  are  two  hubs  if  the  traffic  density  isn't  there  to 
justify  the  level  of  EAS  operation.  It  has  been  revisited. 

The  one  you  may  have  heard  about  most  recently  is  in  Arkansas 
where  there  were  two  hubs.  We  have  made  a  decision  to  drop  one 
of  them  and  have  gotten  a  lot  of  concern  about  that.  We  are  having 
hearings  to  review  the  situation.  Our  approach  is  to  manage  the 
program  that  we  have  and  try  and  work  with  the  carriers  on  rate 
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agreements  in  a  way  that  will  try  to  encourage  them  to  move  off 
subsidy  and  monitor  them  closely  in  the  context  of  these  rate  re- 
newal agreements. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  be  the  effect  in  terms  of  policy  and  imple- 
mentation if  this  Committee  were  to  cut  that  appropriation  in  half? 

Ms.  Collins.  We  would  have  to  look  at  what  our  choices  were  as 
to  how  to  implement  it.  It  seems  to  me  one  approach  would  be  to 
look  at  dropping  points  altogether.  Another  approach  would  be  to 
look  at  cutting  back  subsidy  and  hence  the  level  of  service  across 
the  board.  We  would  have  to  look  at  the  traffic  at  that  point  and 
what  would  make  the  most  sense  in  continuing  the  program  and 
meeting  its  basic  needs.  We  would  not  support  the  approach  of  re- 
duced funding.  I  certainly  understand  the  committee's  concern. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  the  Department  were  to  make  some  kind  of  determi- 
nation, would  you  make  a  determination  based  on  what  kind  of 
destination  it  would  be? 

What  I  am  getting  at  here  is  transportation  in  this  society  is 
really  of  two  types.  One  is  overhead  to  the  economy.  It  moves 
people  and  goods  from  where  they  are  to  where  they  want  to  be  in 
an  economic  sense,  wherein  that  mode  transportation  is,  like  I  said, 
an  administrative  overhead  and  support  to  the  economy.  There  is 
one  area  where  it  is  an  end  product  in  itself,  tourism  and  travel. 

Would  you  think  about  making  a  distinction  between  those  com- 
munities where  there  is  an  EAS  location  which  is  principally  a 
resort  area,  where,  rather  than  subsidizing  the  overall  economy  of 
the  country,  what  we  are  doing  is  subsidizing  a  tourism  and  travel 
industry? 

Ms.  Collins.  A  couple  of  points. 

First,  I  think  it  is  important  to  note  that  DOT  didn't  necessarily 
pick  these  particular  communities.  The  communities  that  are  in 
the  EAS  program  were  a  result  of  the  deregulation  and  were  com- 
munities that  were  receiving  service  back  in  the  late  1970s.  At  that 
time,  there  were  some  748  that  were  supposed  to  be  continued  on 
essential  air  service.  The  number  that  are  subsidized  is  now  down 
to  130. 

Secondly,  in  terms  of  looking  at  how  to  manage  a  cutback,  if  we 
were  to  do  that  it  should  be  very  balanced.  We  should  look  at  what 
other  transportation  alternatives  might  be  available  and  their 
proximity  as  well  as  traffic  patterns  and  the  kind  of  trips  that  are 
being  served  by  those  EAS  services. 

STATE  OF  THE  COMMERCIAL  SPACE  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  area  of  commercial  space  transportation,  can 
you  give  us  a  status  report  on  the  U.S.  commercial  space  industry 
today  and  where  it  is  relative  to  prior  years? 

Ms.  Collins.  First  of  all,  it  is  important  to  note  that  the  industry 
has  two  parts.  It  has  the  major  established  aerospace  companies 
like  General  Dynamics  and  McDonnell  Douglas  that  are  the  tradi- 
tional launch  vehicles  and  there  are  really  only  those  two  that  are 
the  strong  points  of  that  industry.  There  are  a  number  of  new  en- 
trants that  are  smaller,  that  are  developing  vehicles  for  smaller 
pay  loads  that  tend  to  be  undercapitalized  by  comparison.  So  you 
need  to  look  at  them  segment  by  segment. 
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In  terms  of  the  traditional  approach,  that  part  of  the  industry 
now  captures  about  35  percent  of  the  international  launch  market, 
and  that  is  about  four  to  seven  launches  a  year.  It  is  most  directly 
threatened  by  China  and  Russia,  the  non-market  economies  that 
can  do  launches  at  a  much  lower  cost.  And,  of  course,  Arianespace, 
which  has  been  accounting  for  about  55  percent  of  the  market. 

With  that  industry  our  real  concern  is  how  our  trade  negotia- 
tions and  policies  deal  with  the  non-market  economies.  If  those 
economies  result  in  more  launches,  that  could  be  very  detrimental 
to  the  industry. 

For  the  new  entrants,  those  are  growing.  They  have  about  eight 
launches  a  year.  Their  strength  in  the  future  depends  on  what  new 
markets  might  open  up  for  them,  particularly  in  satellite  communi- 
cations, but  I  think  it  is  too  soon  to  tell. 

SPACE  INFRASTRUCTURE  GRANTS 

Mr.  Carr.  It  has  been  suggested  by  some  that  there  be  some  new 
Federal  grant  program  for  space  infrastructure  to  be  administered 
by  the  Department.  Does  the  Department  have  a  position  on  that? 

Ms.  Collins.  A  couple  of  things. 

Our  basic  statutory  authority  says  that  part  of  ov^  role  is  to 
enter  into  partnerships  with  State,  local  and  private  sectors  to  pro- 
mote infrastructure,  to  promote  the  industry.  That  is  as  back- 
ground. 

That  last  year  the  1993  appropriations  bill  for  Defense  included 
$10  million  for  a  grant  program.  Commercial  space  is  working  with 
Defense  on  the  implementation  of  that.  There  is  in  the  Commerce 
Business  Daily  a  notice  asking  for  project  applications.  They  will 
come  in  in  July,  and  the  Office  of  Commercial  Space  will  help 
review  them.  Those  applications  are  geared  toward  dual  use,  com- 
mercial and  military. 

We  have  not  asked  for  money  in  the  DOT  budget  for  a  separate 
grant  program.  It  was  authorized  last  year  for  DOT. 

We  have  done  a  report  for  this  committee  that  said  that  the  in- 
frastructure for  the  existing  large  launches  is  sufficient,  it  is  basi- 
cally at  Vandenberg  and  Cape  Canaveral.  The  real  issue  is  what 
happens  with  the  smaller  launches.  If  the  market  really  develops 
so  that  the  launch  demand  is  there  in  the  future,  then  the  infra- 
structure is  not  sufficient. 

I  think  we  are  all  in  a  quandary  of  whether  we  need  to  take 
action  now  to  plan  for  the  future,  and  that  really  depends  on  the 
projections.  Defense  has  not  asked  for  money  in  1994  to  continue 
the  $10  million  program  they  have  now.  An  issue  we  need  to  deal 
with  is  what  happens  to  that  program,  whether  it  is  continued  or 
becomes  a  one-time  event. 

One  of  the  conditions  on  the  Defense  money  is  that  there  be  10 
percent  private  sector  involvement.  The  Federal  share  would  be  75 
percent.  This  year's  experience  in  terms  of  what  kind  of  responses 
Defense  receives  may  be  an  indication  of  whether  there  is  private 
sector  interest  there  to  support  these  kind  of  investments. 
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OCST  ROLE  IN  SPACE  POUCY 


Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  see  the  office  of  commercial  space  assuming  a 
larger  role  in  space  policy-making  now  that  the  National  Space 
Council  has  been  eliminated? 

Ms.  Collins.  Not  necessarily  a  larger  role.  I  think  in  the  absence 
of  the  Space  Council  the  Office  of  the  Science  and  Technology  advi- 
sor will  pick  up  the  slack.  I  think  the  White  House  offices  are  still 
sorting  out  who  has  lead  on  different  issues. 

Right  now,  the  National  Economic  Council  and  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent's office  and  the  science  officer  are  playing  in  the  space  issues, 
and  we  are  continuing,  as  we  have  in  the  past,  supporting  trade  ne- 
gotiations as  they  affect  commercial  space  issues.  We  have  provided 
a  supporting  role  in  the  preparation  for  the  summit  recently  in 
Vancouver. 

ACQUISITION  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Seymour,  this  Committee  has  been  working  with 
your  office  over  the  past  several  years  for  incremental  improve- 
ments in  departmental  oversight  of  the  modes'  operations  in  the 
acquisition  area.  This  oversight  is  primarily  carried  out  through 
the  Transportation  Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council.  Are  you 
planning  any  further  improvements  in  the  coming  year? 

Mr.  Seymour.  Yes.  First  of  all,  we  are  planning  to  continue  the 
progress  we  have  made.  The  Secretary  has  been  briefed  and  also 
the  Deputy  Secretary  to  be.  They  are  both  very  interested  in  the 
process  so  that  I  think  we  have  good  support. 

Our  primary  interest  in  the  next  year  will  be  to  capture  the  pro- 
grams that  have  been  in  place  before  the  changes  to  our  TSARC 
procedures  so  we  can  begin  to  have  better  base  lines,  begin  to  have 
exit  criteria,  to  move  from  one  phase  of  a  procurement  to  the  next, 
and  to  have  better  cost  data.  Those  are  the  program  features  we 
will  be  capturing.  We  plan  to  have  at  least  one  TSARC  meeting  a 
month,  perhaps  more. 

We  will  be  revising  the  transportation  acquisition  regulation,  the 
TAR,  and  try  to  make  more  sense  of  that  document,  make  it  more 
user  friendly  as  well  as  our  internal  guidance.  Those  would  be  our 
points  of  emphasis  over  the  next  year. 

TSARC  review  OF  HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  in  written  responses  for  the  record,  the  De- 
partment stated  that  TSARC  now  reviews  all  new  programs  that 
meet  major  threshold  acquisitions  of  $20  million  before  they  can  be 
included  in  the  budget.  Each  new  start  must  have  an  approved  mis- 
sion statement.  Did  the  high-speed  rail  program  included  in  the 
fiscal  year  1994  budget  meet  this  test?  And,  if  not,  why  not? 

Mr.  Seymour.  The  high-speed  rail  program  is  not  one  that  we 
have  brought  under  the  Transportation  Systems  Acquisition 
Review  Council.  It  has  been  part  of  the  budget  process  but  has  not 
been  in  TSARC. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  not? 

Ms.  Collins.  If  I  could  answer. 

First  of  all,  a  large  portion  of  our  high-speed  rail  plan  will  actu- 
ally be  financial  assistance  to  States  as  opposed  to  a  straight  de- 
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partmental  procurement.  I  think  as  we  flesh  out  our  thinking  on 
the  Maglev  prototype  that  may  well  be  a  candidate  for  the  TSARC 
review,  but  we  haven't  come  to  that  point  yet. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  did  you  include  for  a  Maglev  prototype? 

Ms.  Collins.  That  has  not  been  specified  in  the  budget.  The  total 
program  in  1994  is  $140  million.  We  are  still  trying  to  resolve  how 
much  of  that  goes  to  Maglev  activities  as  opposed  to  the  high-speed 
rail.  But  at  that  level  of  funding  it  would  probably  be  on  the  order 
of  $20  million  or  less. 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  statement  of  last  year,  there  should 
have  been  a  TSARC  review  before  it  can  be  included  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  have  tried  to  break  away  from  only  concen- 
trating on  contract  dollars  in  our  TSARC  process,  and  this  may  be 
one  we  need  to  look  at  from  that  perspective. 

Two  programs  I  could  suggest  that  TSARC  looked  at  in  the  last 
year  that  it  might  not  have  in  the  past  are  the  simulator  project, 
which  NHTSA  has  been  planning,  and  IVHS,  where  you  have  a 
mixture  of  funds,  grant  funds  and  perhaps  State  and  private-sector 
funds  with  contract  money.  We  are  trying  to  get  smarter  in  terms 
of  what  should  be  under  TSARC  as  well,  and  this  is  one  perhaps  we 
could  get  back  to  you  on  with  more  information. 

TSARC  REVIEW  OF  MAGLEV 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  think  the  Maglev  program  ought  to  be  under 
TSARC? 

Mr.  Seymour.  If  we  are  talking  direct  contract  dollars  and  we 
are  talking  in  excess  of  $150  million,  I  think  we  ought  to  take  a 
real  hard  look  at  it,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  guess  I  am  not  real  sure  what  the  Department's 
answer  is.  I  want  to  be  crystal  clear  about  it  on  the  record.  Was  it 
inappropriate  from  a  TSARC  review  process  to  put  the  Maglev  pro- 
totype in  this  budget? 

Mr.  Seymour.  The  review  process  we  have  been  using  has  been 
to  go  to  the  budget  offices  and  contract  offices  in  our  operating  ad- 
ministrations to  learn  where  their  contract  dollars  are  going  in  the 
next  year,  and  we  have  used  that  approach  fairly  aggressively  to 
capture  what  ought  to  be  under  TSARC. 

With  high-speed  rail  there  has  been  a  mix  of  dollars,  and  it  has 
not  come  into  our  system  the  way  we  typically  get  it,  which  is 
through  contract  expenditures. 

In  terms  of  making  a  commitment  to  you,  I  would  like  to  take  an 
lOU  to  go  back  and  capture  data  and  get  back  to  you  on  what  we 
think. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  like  you  to  do  that  because  we  think  the 
TSARC  process  is  very  important,  and  it  seems  Maglev  has  done  an 
end  run  on  it.  If  you  are  going  to  include  things  like  IVHS  in 
TSARC  why  not  high-speed  rail? 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  will  take  a  look  and  pledge  to  get  back  to  you 
very  shortly. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  (OST)  has  been  working  closely  with  the  Federal  Rail- 
road Administration  (FRA)  on  the  MAGLEV  project.  FRA  provided  several  briefings 
to  OST  personnel  as  well  as  to  the  full  TSARC  last  year  to  discuss  progress  on  the 
MAGLEV  initiative  and  plans  for  the  future.  Since  at  that  time  the  National 
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MAGLEV  Initiative  Study,  the  program  which  was  analyzing  whether  to  recom- 
mend a  MAGLEV  protot)T)e  development  program,  was  not  complete  and  the  level 
of  funds  for  any  future  program  was  uncertain,  MAGLEV  was  not  classiHed  as  a 
major  acquisition  and  a  formal  TSARC  was  not  undertaken.  However,  since  then 
budget  priorities  have  shifted  and  we  are  working  with  FRA  to  bring  the  MAGLEV 
project  under  the  TSARC  process  and  to  manage  it  as  a  major  acquisition. 

The  vast  majority  of  dollars  allocated  for  high-speed  rail  will  be  for  grants  as  op- 
posed to  contracts.  It  is  not  clear  yet  how  the  remaining  dollars  will  be  allocated.  If 
it  should  result  in  an  acquisition  that  meets  the  $50  million  threshold,  then  it  will 
be  brought  under  TSARC  review.  Because  of  the  large  dollars  involved  in  high-speed 
rail,  OST  will  continue  to  monitor  the  program. 

TSARC  REVIEW  OF  AAS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  TSARC's  role  in  the  FAA's  Advanced  Au- 
tomation System  and  why  hasn't  the  departmental  oversight  been 
able  to  help  stem  the  continued  cost  overruns  and  delays  in  the 
program? 

Mr.  Seymour.  FAA  and  the  Department  and,  according  to  every- 
thing I  understand,  IBM  were  all  surprised  at  the  recent  cost  in- 
crease and  schedule  slip. 

AAS  is  a  program  which  has  not  been  under  as  much  review  by 
TSARC  as  other  major  programs  that  were  established  more  re- 
cently. We  have  attended  briefings  on  AAS,  briefings  given  by  the 
FAA  largely  from  an  agenda  that  they  developed.  What  we  are 
doing  is  bringing  AAS  under  agreed-upon  milestones  that  are  es- 
tablished ahead  of  time  and  getting  briefed  against  those  so  that 
we  know  going  into  a  program  what  we  are  expecting  to  come  out 
next.  TSARC  will  be  able  to  look  at  the  milestones  and  see  how 
progress  is  being  made  incrementally. 

The  Secretary  has  taken  a  keen  interest  in  the  AAS  program 
and  is  working  with  FAA  to  develop  some  short-term  milestones  to 
see  how  progress  goes  even  month  by  month.  The  Secretary  plans 
to  be  briefed  monthly  on  AAS  in  the  near  term  at  least. 

MISSION  need  STATEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Department  now  requires  that  each  major  acquisi- 
tion have  an  approved  mission  need  statement  which  documents 
the  requirement  for  the  system.  In  a  recent  GAO  study  they  found 
that  many  of  the  FAA's  mission  need  statements  were  not  support- 
ed by  quantitative  measures  of  needs  even  though  the  FAA  appar- 
ently had  such  data.  The  mission  need  statements  were  apparently 
nothing  more  than  hollow  documents.  What  can  be  done  to  make 
sure  that  agencies  such  as  the  FAA  do  more  than  just  go  through 
the  bureaucratic  motions  of  meeting  the  acquisition  requirements? 

Mr.  Seymour.  A  couple  of  things. 

One,  we  agree  with  a  lot  of  what  was  in  the  GAO  report.  They 
have  been  good  enough  to  share  information  with  us  as  we  devel- 
oped the  regulations  we  have  now  in  place  for  TSARC.  We  have 
included  the  recommendations  in  our  existing  guidance  on  the 
preparation  of  mission  need  statements. 

Second,  as  a  practical  matter  when  we  get  mission  need  state- 
ments or  acquisition  plans,  which  are  another  part  of  the  early 
planning  process  for  acquisitions,  that  we  don't  understand,  we  go 
back  to  the  folks  who  submitted  them  and  get  them  redone.  We 
have  a  history  of  doing  that  on  some  cases  now.  I  feel  confident  in 
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telling  you  we  have  taken  that  on  and  are  making  good  progress 
with  it. 

SOURCE  SELECTION  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  May  of  1991  you  revised  your  source  selection  pro- 
cedures, and  they  were  expected  to  streamline  the  acquisition  proc- 
ess and  reduce  procurement  lead  times.  At  that  time,  the  GAO 
pointed  out,  apparently,  that  the  FAA  had  taken  440  days  to  award 
a  contract  after  the  procurement  request  had  reached  the  contract- 
ing office. 

Last  year,  in  answer  to  a  similar  question,  you  said  that  the  proc- 
ess hadn't  been  in  place  long  enough  to  assess  whether  the  new 
procedures  were  going  to  shorten  those  time  frames.  Has  it  been  in 
place  long  enough  now  that  you  can  give  us  an  assessment? 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  are  fairly 
pleased  with  how  the  new  process  has  worked.  The  reports  I  get 
from  senior  staff  in  FAA  and  Coast  Guard  tell  me  they  are  pleased. 
There  are  now  expectations  we  all  agree  to  meet  up  front.  Staff 
members  no  longer  submit  papers  to  a  vacuum,  which  was  a  com- 
plaint the  modal  administrators  had.  We  have  expectations  about 
what  the  administrators  are  going  to  submit,  and  by  and  large  it 
comes  in  that  way.  We  have  put  a  lot  more  discipline  into  the  proc- 
ess, and  the  expectations  are  understood.  I  think  we  have  done 
well. 

Mr.  Carr.  So,  in  summary,  the  process  has  been  streamlined? 

Mr.  Seymour.  I  think  there  are  streamlining  benefits.  The  source 
selection  process  delegated  to  the  administrations  the  ability  to  ac- 
tually make  the  selection  for  the  winners  of  some  of  these  competi- 
tions. That  was  different  than  all  the  other  changes  we  made  in 
the  TSARC  process. 

That  shortens  the  overall  time  it  takes  to  make  awards  because 
the  administrator  of  the  FAA  or  the  Commandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard  will  pick  the  winner  of  major  contracts  for  their  organiza- 
tions. The  TSARC  still  would  be  involved  to  approve  the  fact  that 
the  administration  is  ready  to  make  the  award. 

They  no  longer  have  to  submit  papers  to  the  Office  of  the  Secre- 
tary— specifically,  it  used  to  be  the  Deputy  Secretary — and  wait  for  a 
review  and  decision.  That  has  shortened.  The  one  week  to  six 
weeks  that  you  might  find  required  by  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
to  make  the  selection  is  gone. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

budget  briefings 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome.  I  quickly  read  your  statement.  Let  me  ask  you  a  couple 
of  questions  on  it. 

One  of  the  issues — on  page  2,  you  emphasize  opening  a  dialogue 
with  constituency  groups  in  Washington.  My  staff  called  the  de- 
partment to  register  a  complaint  over  the  fact  that  you  had  briefed 
lobbyists  before  you  briefed  the  members  of  the  committee,  or 
maybe  it  was  just  the  Minority. 

A  word  of  advice — I  was  a  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Con- 
gressional Relations  under  Secretary  Roger  C.B.  Morton,  who  was  a 
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former  Member  of  the  Congress.  We  treated  both  the  Minority  and 
the  Majority  exactly  the  same,  and  I  think  it  is  wrong  for  an  ad- 
ministration that  talks  about  having  good  relationships  with  Con- 
gress to  bring  in  registered  lobbyists  and  brief  them  before  briefing 
Congress. 

I  would  like  to  get  a  list — can  you  give  me  a  list  of  all  the  lobby- 
ist groups  and  associations  that  you  briefed  before  you  briefed  the 
Minority  Members?  Who  you  briefed  is  your  right,  and,  frankly, 
having  watched  the  stimulus  package,  I  know  that  the  Republican 
Members  are  pretty  much  going  to  be  cut  out. 

I  am  not  registering  a  complaint.  You  have  to  make  those  deci- 
sions on  your  own,  and  you  live  by  them,  and  you  are  not  going  to 
change  because  of  a  Minority  Member.  But  I  would  like  to  see  a 
list  of  all  the  lobbyist  groups  that  you  briefed  during  that  period  of 
time. 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  I  would  like  to  address  the  comment  in  the  testimo- 
ny. That  was  not  a  reference  to  briefings  on  the  budget  but  rather 
to  outreach  that  the  Secretary  has  done  in  the  maritime  area 
where  he  brought  in  representatives  of  the  industry  and  labor  and 
the  shipyards  to  hear  what  they  had  to  say  about  maritime  rather 
than  formulating  maritime  policy  just  within  the  walls  of  DOT. 

With  regard  to  briefings  on  the  budget,  last  week  the  press  con- 
ference was  held  the  day  the  budget  came  out  April  8.  We  had  a 
follow-up  briefing  for  special  interest  groups  and  public  interest 
groups.  That  is  our  general  practice. 

I  appreciate  your  comments  and  concerns  fully.  All  I  can  say  is 
that  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Department  to  treat  both  Ma- 
jority and  Minority  the  same.  In  the  five  years  that  I  have  been 
Budget  Director  we  have  always  had  a  briefing  in  fact  with  both 
the  Majority  and  Minority  present  even  before  the  budget  came 
out. 

This  year  was  a  topsy-turvy  year.  I  am  doing  the  equivalent  of 
three  jobs.  We  had  a  hearing  on  the  budget  even  before  the  budget 
came  out.  The  fact  that  the  budget  came  out  during  recess,  that  we 
tried  to  get  in  touch  with  people — it  wasn't  as  smooth  £is  we  would 
like. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  you  do  is  purely  your  right,  and  I  am  not  sug- 
gesting that  you  should  even  change. 

What  we  used  to  do  is  come  in  at  5:00  o'clock  that  morning,  at 
5:00  o'clock.  The  Secretary  had  us  in  at  5:00.  I  thought  it  was  a 
little  early,  but  he  felt  it  was  important  we  be  there. 

We  broke  it  down.  We  used  to  go  by  each  member  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior  who  was  on  the  Interior  Committee  and  also  of 
those  on  the  Appropriation  Committee  and  tell  them  precisely, 
have  a  handout  of  every  major  issue  in  their  district.  That  is  a 
little  different  because  you  had  parks  and  BLM  and  things  like 
that. 

How  you  do  it  is  up  to  you,  and  I  have  no  right  to  tell  you  that 
you  have  done  it  right  or  wrong.  I  would  like  to  know  who  were  the 
lobbyists  that  you  briefed? 

Ms.  Collins.  It  was  an  open  invitation,  and  we  had  sign-in 
sheets,  and  we  can  make  that  available. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  did  you  get  the  word  out  to  them  to  come  in  and 
be  briefed? 
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Ms.  Collins.  The  press  conference  was  set  up  by  our  press  office. 
Congressional  Affairs  set  up  the  briefing  for  special  interest 
groups. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Why  don't  you  just  furnish  me  a  list  of  who  was 
there,  because  I  will  be  anxious  to  see  what  lobbyists — this  is  noth- 
ing against  lobbyists,  but  what  lobbyists  were  given  the  briefing 
first? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  groups  attended  the  budget  briefing: 

Highway  Users  Federation 

Peyser  Associates 

National  Business  Aircraft  Association 

Wilbur  Smith  Associates 

National  Stone  Association 

Amtrak 

The  American  Ship  Building  Company 

Lockheed 

Seaway  Corp. 

Williams  &  Jensen,  P.C. 

Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association 

American  Association  of  Railroads 

Aviation  Management  Association 

Rockwell  International  Corp. 

U.S.  Coast  Guard 

Illinois  General  Assembly 

City  of  Detroit 

Parson  Brinckerhoff 

National  Association  of  Counties 

Project  Action 

American  Public  Transit  Association 

State  of  Pennsylvania 

San  Diego  County 

National  Conference  of  State  Legislatures 

Metropolitan  Washington  Airport  Authority 

Helicopter  Association  International 

National  Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commission 

National  League  of  Cities 

Associated  Builders 

American  Association  for  the  Advancement  of  Science 

National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers 

American  Association  of  Airport  Executives 

American  Council  of  the  Blind 

Georgia  Tech 

Associated  General  Contractors 

Portland,  Oregon 

Sullivan  &  Crowell 

Ford  Motor 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

State  of  Delaware 

American  Road  &  Transportation  Builders  Association 

American  President  Lines 

U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce 

State  of  Wisconsin 

Airports  Council  International 

State  of  California 

State  of  Massachusetts 

General  Aviation  Manufacturers  Association 

Florida  Department  of  Transportation 

National  Governors'  Association 

New  York  City 

National  Association  of  Governor's  Highway  Safety  Representatives 

City  of  Chicago 

National  Center  for  Municipal  Development 
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NEW  DOT  HEADQUARTERS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Second,  looking  at  your  testimony,  what  is  the  status 
of  the  DOT  building?  I  saw  your  statement  with  regard  to  the  GSA 
rates.  What  is  the  status  of  the  new  DOT  building? 

Ms.  Collins.  There  is  no  money  either  in  the  DOT  budget  or  the 
GSA  budget  for  a  new  DOT  headquarters.  That  is  something  that 
we  are  still  concerned  about.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  really  be- 
comes a  critical  year  because  the  lease  on  our  current  building 
runs  out  in  the  year  2000. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  don't  own  the  current  building? 

Ms.  Collins.  No. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Who  do  you  lease  the  building  from? 

Ms.  Collins.  Nassif  Associates. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Where  are  they  from? 

Mr.  Seymour.  They  are  in  the  area.  They  have  been  leasing  that 
building  to  GSA  since  DOT  occupied  it  in  the  1960s.  The  lease  runs 
out  in  the  year  2000. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Secretary  Skinner  wanted  to  move.  Do  you  want  to 
stay  there  or  do  you  want  to  move? 

Mr.  Seymour.  It  makes  good  sense  for  the  government  to  own 
the  buildings  that  house  Federal  employees.  Two  of  the  three  build- 
ings that  DOT  Headquarters'  employees  occupy  are  leased  by  the 
government,  the  Coast  Guard  facility  and  the  facility  where  most 
of  the  administrations  are.  It  is  our  feeling  that  it  makes  more 
sense  to  own  the  buildings. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  agree.  Where  are  you  thinking  of  moving?  There 
was  talk  of  moving  to  Union  Station.  Your  administration  is  going 
to  have  to  decide  where  you  move? 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  need  to  talk  with  the  new  GSA  administrator, 
work  with  0MB  and  have  proposals  for  the  Congress  to  consider  in 
the  1995  budget.  All  bets  are  off  in  terms  of  what  had  been  started 
several  years  ago. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  the  idea  of  moving  to  Union  Station  out? 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  were  unsuccessful  in  moving  that  concept  for- 
ward a  couple  of  years  ago.  It  is  dead  on  the  vine.  We  will  have  to 
review  that  in  terms  of  other  options.  We  will  have  to  deal  with 
the  whole  range  of  options  again. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  you  looking  at  existing  buildings? 

Mr.  Seymour.  To  the  extent  that  there  are  existing  buildings 
which  provide  a  core  large  amount  of  space  you  could  group 
around,  that  is  an  option  which  I  think  we  have  to  consider. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  would  let  me  know.  I  also  serve  on  the  Treas- 
ury Appropriations,  of  which  I  was  Ranking  Member  last  year.  We 
would  like  to  be  kept  abreast.  A  lot  of  my  constituents  work  at 
DOT,  so  please  let  me  know  what  you  are  thinking  of  doing. 

DOT  appointments 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  are  the  intermodal  people  going  to  be  appoint- 
ed? Are  those  names  at  the  White  House  now? 

Ms.  Collins.  The  administrators — a  number  have  been  an- 
nounced. Highways,  FRA.  Maritime  is  going  to  be  announced 
today.  All  of  the  other  administrators'  names  are  pending. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  So  they  have  already  been  selected,  but  haven't  been 
approved  at  the  White  House? 

Ms.  Collins.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Also — we  don't  have  to  go  into  great  detail — I  would 
like  a  comment  back  from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  on  the  can- 
cellation of  the  Coast  Guard  prayer  breakfast.  I  had  a  call  from  Ad- 
miral Kime.  I  would  like  a  comment  because  I  think  what  was 
done  was  inappropriate.  I  would  like  to  get  a  comment  from  the 
Secretary  with  regard  to  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Secretary  will  respond  to  Congressman  Wolf  in  a  letter. 

STRATEGY  ON  STIMULUS  BILL 

Mr.  Wolf.  More  to  make  sure  things  like  that  in  the  future  don't 
happen,  because  you  can't  go  back  and  rectify  what  has  taken 
place. 

Do  you  think  it  was  a  mistake  for  the  administration  to  have 
taken  the  attitude  that  no  amendments  offered  by  any  Republican 
Members  would  be  accepted,  particularly  in  light  of  what  has  hap- 
pened on  the  Senate  side  where  the  stimulus  package  is  tied  up?  I 
had  a  couple  of  good  amendments,  yet  we  were  squeezed  out.  No 
amendment  whatsoever,  if  it  had  a  Republican  label,  was  accepted. 

I  wondered  if  that  attitude,  which  certainly  hasn't  reaped  bene- 
fits on  the  Senate  side,  would  cause  some  second  thoughts.  Do  you 
think  there  should  have  been  more  openness  on  the  issue  of 
amendments? 

Ms.  Collins.  First  of  all,  I  am  not  one  to  speak  for  the  legislative 
strategy  of  the  White  House,  but  the  goal  was  always  to  have  a 
clean  bill  because  it  moves  faster.  In  this  case,  if  our  goal  was  to 
try  to  get  spending  occurring  in  the  economy,  then  we  wanted  a 
process  that  would  allow  the  bill  to  go  as  quickly  as  possible.  As  we 
see  in  the  Senate,  amendments  have  the  potential  of  slowing  the 
process. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  we  weren't  elected  just  to  be  rubber  stamps  to  the 
Bush,  Reagan  or  Clinton  administration,  and  the  two  amendments 
that  I  had  were  very  positive  and  constructive  amendments.  One 
was  to  change  the  use-or-lose  provision.  The  other  one  was  to  say 
that  no  stimulus  money  could  be  paid  for  overtime. 

I  think  you  are  seeing  resistance  on  this  side,  particularly  with 
regard  to  other  things  that  are  coming  up.  If  the  Republicans  will 
cease  to  be  players  and  there  will  be  no  consultation,  lobbyists  will 
be  briefed  first,  and  any  amendment  from  the  Republican  side  will 
not  be  considered,  I  think  the  end  result  will  be  more  of  what  you 
have  going  on  in  the  Senate. 

If  the  purpose  was  to  pass  the  stimulus  bill  and  get  this  thing 
moving,  the  strategy  of  no  amendments  hasn't  worked.  I  would  be 
curious  if  there  was  any  thought  maybe  that  was  not  the  best  strat- 
egy? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  appreciate  your  concerns  and  will  relay  them. 

airline  commission 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  last — maybe  the  next-to-the-last — question  is,  on 
the  airline  commission.  Where  are  we  on  that?  You  raised,  in  your 
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testimony,  on  I  think  the  first  page,  an  aggressive  agenda  to 
strengthen  the  viability  of  the  airline  industry.  Where  are  we  on 
the  appointments  to  that  panel? 

Ms.  Collins.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  bill  has  been  signed 
and  that  the  members  will  all  be  announced  shortly.  We  are  get- 
ting ready  to  move  ahead  on  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  will  they  be  announced? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  think  next  week. 

NEW  DIRECTIONS  AT  DOT 

Mr.  Wolf.  Next  week.  Good. 

The  last  question  is:  What  are  you  doing  differently  from  the  last 
administration?  What  are  some  of  the  theories  and  thoughts  that 
you  have  in  this  administration  with  regard  to  the  Department  of 
Transportation? 

Ms.  Collins.  There  are  several  things. 

First  of  all,  our  budget  request  for  1994  shows  new  directions.  It 
shows  a  commitment  for  transit  that  wasn't  there  in  the  past.  It 
shows  recognition  of  rail,  especially  passenger  rail  as  a  key  element 
of  our  transportation  system.  We  see  a  shift  of  two-and-a-half  cents 
for  deficit  reduction  that  is  generated  by  motor  fuel  tax  coming 
back  into  the  highway  trust  fund  to  support  highways  and  transit. 

We  see  an  effort  to  try  and  tighten  our  management  so  that  we 
have  FTE  reductions  and  some  administrative  savings  and  trying 
to  tighten  up  on  what  we  do. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Was  the  management  not  tight  under  the  Bush  ad- 
ministration? Do  you  have  any  feelings  about  that?  Do  you  think  it 
was? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  think  the  management  was  tight.  Speaking  as 
budget  director  of  the  Department,  I  think  that  there  is  always 
room  to  constantly  look  at  the  way  we  do  business  and  look  for 
ways  to  make  improvements  in  the  quality  of  what  we  do  but  also 
the  cost-effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  what  we  do. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  cost  of  what? 

Ms.  Collins.  The  cost  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  what  we  do. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  think  this  administration  will  be  more  cost  effec- 
tive and  efficient  than  the  last  one? 

Ms.  Collins.  They  are  going  to  try. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Every  time  I  hear  the  Clinton  administration,  I  hear 
we  are  going  to  go  back.  At  first  it  was  going  to  be  no  criticism  of 
the  previous  administration.  Every  statement  is:  We  are  going  to 
do  this  thing  much  better  than — and  perhaps  you  could  maybe  tell 
us,  like  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  what  improvements  are  you 
doing  that  the  previous  Secretary  didn't  do? 

Ms.  Collins.  Well,  for  one  thing,  we  are  cutting  back  in  staff. 

WORK  HOURS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Let  me  just  say  for  the  record,  that  is  good,  but  it  may 
not  be  good.  I  saw  the  article  in  today's  Washington  Post  with 
regard  to  the  staff  working  long  hours  at  the  White  House — and  I 
thought  the  definition  is  sick,  s-i-c-k.  If  those  people,  working  those 
hours,  are  running  this  government,  then  we  are  going  to  get  very, 
very  bad  policy.  If  there  are  people  in  that  White  House  staff  who 
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are  married,  the  theory  is  that  husbands  won't  know  their  wives; 
husbands  and  wives  won't  know  their  children.  To  have  it  a 
"macho"  thing  that  the  meeting  is  at  8:00  o'clock  on  a  Saturday 
night  to  11:00  o'clock.  At  8:00  o'clock  you  ought  to  be  home  with 
your  wife  or  husband  or  kids,  or  going  to  a  cartoon  theatre  or  a 
movie  show,  or  walking  in  the  park. 

So  I  think  there  is  a  little  bit  of  this  concern.  So  I  don't  think 
necessarily  the  Secretary's  Office  ought  to  be  cut  back  to  the  bone. 
I  think,  frankly,  this  committee  has  an  obligation  to  give  you  the 
resources  that  you  need.  And  if  it  means  people  are  working  Satur- 
days and  Sundays,  and  missing  their  families,  that  may  be  an  im- 
portant thing  for  the  first  three  or  four  months  to  get  an  adminis- 
tration going;  but  that  is  really  not  very  good  for  an  administration 
and  for  judgments.  Somebody  ought  to  read  Harry  Chapin's  song, 
"Cat's  in  the  Cradle,"  to  the  Clinton  administration  and  say, 
"Where  is  daddy?  When  are  you  coming  home?  I  don't  know  when, 
son;  but  I  will  be  there  soon." 

I  was  critical  of  the  Bush  administration  for  the  same  thing.  I 
saw  an  article  in  the  Washington  Post  that  Roger  Porter  used  to 
sleep  in  his  office  some  nights.  That  is  sick  too. 

And  so  I  think  if  that  article  represents  the  policies  of  the  Clin- 
ton administration  and,  frankly,  of  any  administration,  it  is  time 
now,  there  has  been  almost  100  days,  to  change.  Saturday  night,  8 
to  11,  if  you  are  trying  to  decide  on  a  major  policy,  you  have  to  be 
there,  maybe.  But  if  you  can,  I  think  it  is  okay  for  husbands  and 
wives  to  be  home  together,  spending  time  with  their  kids. 

So  if  you  need  more  money  in  the  Secretary's  Office,  I  think,  for 
you  to  be  cutting  back  personnel  where  it  results  in  people  having 
to  work  weekends,  may  not  be  a  good  idea.  And  I,  for  one  Member, 
would  be  in  favor  of  giving  you  more  money  in  the  Secretary's 
Office  to  hire  more  people  to  do  what  you  have  to  do  rather  than 
having  policies  like  that.  Because  you  know  the  divorce  rate  in  this 
country  is  high.  Every  economic  indicator  that  you  look  at  for  the 
well-being  of  the  family  is  going  the  wrong  way.  Child  abuse  is  up. 
Spouse  abuse  is  up.  Teenage  suicides  are  up.  Teen  pregnancies  are 
up.  So  let  the  word  go  forth:  If  you  need  more  money  in  the  Secre- 
tary's Office  so  that  families  can  spend  more  time  with  each  other, 
I  for  one  will  be  glad  to  give  you  the  money. 

I  am  glad  you  are  saving  money,  but  maybe  that  is  not  the  way 
to  cut. 

I  have  no  more  questions  for  right  now.  Maybe  as  the  hearing 
progresses,  I  will.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  I  categorically  state  there  will  be  no  hear- 
ings at  8  p.m.  in  the  evening,  or  on  weekends.  I  also  want  to  say,  I 
guess  in  rebuttal  to  my  good  friend  from  Virginia,  that  there  were 
a  few  of  us  Democrats  who  had  amendments  as  well,  who  weren't 
allowed  to  offer  amendments  that  we  thought  would  have  improved 
the  situation.  So  I  can  tell  the  gentleman  that  it  was  not  so  much  a 
Republican,  Democrat  thing  as  it  was  an  executive-legislative 
thing. 
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BRIEFINGS  BY  DOT 


Mr.  Carr.  I  would  also  like  to  point  out  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  that  so  far  as  this  Chairman  knows,  the  Department,  Ms. 
Collins  in  particular,  has  been  very  even  handed  and  has  been  very 
cooperative  with  the  Committee  in  offering  briefings. 

Apparently,  it  has  been  the  Department's  practice  in  the  past  to 
offer  a  briefing  to  the  bipartisan  staff  of  this  Committee  about  24 
hours  before  the  actual  release  of  the  numbers.  And  that  was 
again,  I  understood,  offered  this  year  but  was,  in  fact,  declined  be- 
cause we  had  had  some  initial  information  in  preparation  for  the 
Secretary's  being  here  the  week  before. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Was  my  office  called  and  offered  that  opportunity? 

Ms.  Collins.  The  office — no.  The  offer  was  not  by  myself  directly 
at  that  time.  I  had  called  subsequently.  The  call  was  made  to  the 
majority  staff.  And  had  there  been  interest,  I  would  have  gone 
beyond  that  to  set  up  the  briefings  that  we  had  done  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  you  did  not  call  my  office,  no  one  in  my  office. 

Ms.  Collins.  Subsequently,  I  tried  to  reach  your  office  and  did 
not  connect. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  was  because  we  didn't  answer  or  because  nobody  re- 
turned your  call? 

Ms.  Collins.  A  call  was  returned  once;  and,  unfortunately,  I 
wasn't  there  to  receive  it.  And  subsequent  calls  were  not  returned. 

Mr.  Wolf.  My  office  did  not  return  your  call  when  you  first 
called? 

Ms.  Collins.  They  returned  my  first  call. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  would  work  with  the  gentleman  in  any  way  we 
can  to  straighten  it  out.  Briefings  by  the  Department  and  this  Com- 
mittee will  always  be  on  a  bipartisan  basis  if  I  have  anything  to 
say  about  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  know  that.  And  frankly,  most  of  the  issues  that  the 
Department  covers  are  really  not  political  issues.  We  are  not  deal- 
ing with  whether  you  are  for  abortion  or  against  abortion.  We  are 
not  talking  about  some  of  the  more  contentious  issues.  A  lot  of  the 
issues  are  really  nonpartisan.  Frankly,  I  am  pleased  that  you  are 
putting  more  money  in  such  programs  as  IVHS. 

So  it  is  not  that  you  are  trying  to  hold  something  close  to  your 
vest  that  is  going  to  be  a  big  issue. 

Secondly,  I  don't  think — speaking  for  our  side — we  are  going  to 
run  out  and  tell  the  President.  I  mean,  I  am  not  running  for  the 
Senate;  we  are  not  trying  to  get  a  lot  of  publicity.  We  are  just 
trying  to  do  the  best  job  we  possibly  can.  I  spend  a  lot  of  time  on 
transportation  issues.  Transportation  is  very,  very  important  to  my 
area. 

I  do  think — and  I  want  to  tell  you  though,  it  is  inappropriate,  I 
believe,  to  brief  lobbyists  who  are  being  paid  by  their  clients  to 
have  inside  information  before  you  give  it  to  the  legislative  branch. 
But  a  lot  of  these  things  are  not  partisan.  They  are — and  I  guess  I 
am  particularly  sensitive  because  I  used  to  do  the  job  for  five-and-a- 
half  years  and  I  did  it  very,  very  well.  And  if  you  go  back  and 
check,  we  treated  everybody  exactly  the  same. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 
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AIR  CARGO  STUDY 


Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Ms.  Collins,  welcome.  I  would  like  to  get  into  some  questions  re- 
garding the  National  Performance  Review.  But  first,  I  would  like 
to  touch  on  a  couple  of  matters  of  great  interest,  matters  of  depart- 
mental policy,  of  great  interest  to  my  part  of  North  Carolina,  to 
our  transportation  situation  there,  the  first  having  to  do  with  our 
plans  for  an  air  cargo  industrial  facility  in  the  State,  which  your 
Department  and  the  FAA  has  been  very  helpful  in  laying  the 
groundwork  for. 

On  Monday,  the  FAA  announced  a  grant  to  the  business  founda- 
tion of  North  Carolina  for  an  air  cargo  manufacturing  study,  a 
study  that  is  going  to  identify  potential  air  cargo  commodities,  fore- 
cast air  cargo  volumes,  identify  transport  and  materials  handling 
technologies  to  more  efficiently  handle  air  cargo  and  identify  the 
feasibility  and  design  of  a  global  air  cargo  industrial  complex.  This 
is  a  complex  that  would  combine  both  state-of-the-art  transporta- 
tion handling  facilities  with  industrial  facilities. 

I  notice  on  page  66  of  your  budget  justification  that  you  will 
spend  some  time  in  the  Department  looking  at  the  infrastructure 
needed  to  support  the  movement  of  goods.  And  that  raises  the 
question  whether,  as  part  of  this  work,  you  intend  to  analyze  the 
contribution  that  these  global  transparks,  so-called,  might  make  to 
our  international  competitiveness. 

The  FAA,  at  our  announcement  Monday,  spoke  very  highly  of 
the  potential  benefits  of  these  transportation  industrial  complexes, 
the  contribution  that  they  could  make.  Are  you  coordinating  your 
efforts  with  their  research  efforts?  Can  you  give  us  an  update  on 
the  status  of  that  coordinated  effort? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  believe  the  reference  you  made  to  the  budget  was 
for  our  TPR&D  request,  which  is  the  research  money  in  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  that  we  identify  as  we  plan  the  budget.  Once  the 
funds  have  been  appropriated,  we  do  the  coordination  so  that  we 
are  not  duplicating  work  that  the  modes  do  and  are  really  doing 
research  that  is  of  departmental  nature  or  intermodal. 

With  regard  to  the  specific  facility  in  North  Carolina,  I  will  carry 
that  message  back  to  see  if  it  would  be  useful  to  do  case  studies 
such  as  the  North  Carolina  reference. 

Mr.  Price.  Well,  the  study  that  is  going  to  be  undertaken  is 
really  a  coordinated  study.  It  is  a  research  team  not  just  drawn 
from  North  Carolina  and,  of  course,  the  study  is  not  just  applicable 
to  North  Carolina.  It  is  a  study  that  could  be  applied  to  this  kind  of 
complex  anywhere  in  the  country.  Although,  we,  of  course,  in 
North  Carolina  are  hoping  to  lead  that  particular  parade.  But  it  is 
something  that  is  not  particular  to  our  locality. 

What  caught  my  eye,  as  I  said,  was  the  reference  to  the  infra- 
structure needed  to  support  the  movement  of  goods.  And  so  I  won- 
dered what  you  have  in  mind  there  and  to  what  extent  that  would 
relate  to  this  enthusiastic  support  by  the  FAA  for  examining  the 
way  a  complex  like  this  would  operate. 

Ms.  Collins.  First,  I  should  tell  you  that  I  am  not  up  to  speed  on 
the  details  of  the  FAA  grant  in  North  Carolina. 
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There  is  a  lot  of  concern  in  the  Department  about  how  freight 
moves.  We  had  talked  in  the  Secretary's  hearing  earlier  about  the 
fact  that  we  were  trying  to  finish  up  a  commodity  transportation 
flow  study  so  that  we  had  more  information  about  how  freight 
moved.  We  are  also  looking  at  our  various  funding  sources  and 
whether  they  can  be  used  in  intermodal  fashions  to  address  freight 
requirements.  And  then  we  have  this  broader  issue  of  freight  in 
the  context  of  NAFTA  and  the  international. 

So  I  can  get  back  to  you  with  more  specific  comments  on  that 
study  per  se. 

Mr.  Price.  Well,  I  would  appreciate  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  has  proposed  an  International  Competitiveness  Initiative  which 
would  undertake  a  series  of  studies  focusing  on  opportunities  to  (1)  adopt  new  tech- 
nologies and  market-based  principles,  and  (2)  eliminate  regulatory  barriers  which 
impede  full  participation  in  the  global  marketplace.  These  conceptual  studies  would 
provide  a  basis  for  developing  new  policy  initiatives.  They  would  be  intermodal  in 
scope  and  would  be  coordinated  with  FAA  as  well  as  other  modes. 

The  air  cargo  facility  study  funded  by  FAA  clearly  fits  within  the  overall  frame- 
work of  the  Competitiveness  Initiative.  It  would  provide  detailed  insights  into  a  spe- 
cific issues  area,  and  would  complement  the  broader  OST  studies. 

Mr.  Price.  It  was  clear  from  the  presentation  that  the  FAA 
made  in  Chapel  Hill  on  Monday  that  this  proposed  study  fits  very 
well  with  their  overall  strategy  to  consider  how  these  air  cargo  in- 
dustrial complexes  would  function,  what  the — the  kind  of  informa- 
tion that  needs  to  go  into  planning  these  complexes  and  making 
them  work  well. 

And  it  would  be  helpful  to  have  additional  information  about 
how  this  fits  with  the  broader  studies  under  way  in  the  Depart- 
ment, particularly  those  of  an  intermodal  nature. 

Ms.  Collins.  Certainly. 

usair/british  air  aluance 

Mr.  Price.  Another  matter  of  great  concern,  I  would  be  interest- 
ed in  whatever  kind  of  update  you  could  provide  on  the  Depart- 
ment's consideration  of  the  situation  created  by  the  USAir,  British 
Air  alliance. 

As  you  know,  the  USAir  British  Air  alliance  will  free  up  three 
USAir  gateways  to  London  in  this  country,  one  at  Philadelphia, 
one  at  Charlotte,  and  one  at  Baltimore.  There  is  great  potential  in- 
terest in  my  area  to  get  one  of  those  gateways  transferred  to  Ra- 
leigh-Durham for  use  out  of  the  American  Airlines  hub  located  at 
Raleigh-Durham. 

As  you  probably  know,  we  competed  very  strongly  for  that  gate- 
way when  the  competition  was  under  way  five  years  ago.  The  gate- 
way was  eventually  awarded  to  Charlotte,  but  we  were  strong  com- 
petitors for  that  gateway  at  that  time.  It  still  would  be  of  tremen- 
dous benefit  to  our  region. 

Now,  of  these  three  gateways,  my  understanding  is  that  two  of 
them  were  never  bought  by  USAir,  they  were  awarded  by  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  in  a  competition.  And  as  I  said,  Ra- 
leigh-Durham was  a  strong  competitor  in  one  of  those  instances. 

It  does  not  seem  fair  to  me,  frankly,  for  USAir  to  now  be  able  to 
turn  around  five  or  six  years  later  and  sell  these  routes  for  millions 
of  dollars,  routes  where,  in  two  of  the  three  cases,  they  didn't  pay  a 
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dime  for  them  initially  and  where  they  are  getting  tremendous 
benefits  from  this  British  Air  alliance.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  a  du- 
bious policy,  if  that  is  allowed  to  go  forward. 

It  is  a  matter  surely  of  departmental  interest  and  to  the  national 
interest  to  see  that  these  gateways  that  are  freed  up  are  awarded 
in  a  way  that  is  fair,  reassigned  in  a  way  that  is  fair  and  that 
serves  our  national  transportation  needs. 

Can  you  give  us  an  update  on  the  consideration  the  Department 
is  giving  to  this  situation  and  what  we  might  expect? 

Ms.  Collins.  A  couple  points. 

First  of  all,  I  need  to  get  back  to  you  in  terms  of  the  specific 
treatment  of  the  gateways.  The  overall  USAir  decision  was  made 
in  the  context  of  the  existing  agreement  with  the  United  Kingdom, 
but  the  Secretary  made  it  very  clear  when  he  approved  it  that  he 
wanted  to  renegotiate  the  basic  bilateral  agreement  with  the  goal 
of  opening  up  more  service  to  U.S.  carriers. 

REDISTRIBUTION  OF  USAIR's  LONDON  ROUTES 

Mr.  Price.  I  am  aware  of  that  and  certainly  endorse  that  very 
strongly.  We  simply  have  to  have  a  more  equitable  bilateral  agree- 
ment. But  that  really  is  not  the  issue  here.  The  issue  here  is  the 
reassignment  of  these  three  existing  routes. 

Ms.  Collins.  I  apologize,  sir.  I  will  have  to  get  back  to  you  be- 
cause I  am  not  able  to  speak  to  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

redistribution  of  USAIR's  LONDON  ROUTE  AUTHORITY 

The  prospective  availability  of  USAir's  three  U.S.-London  routes  has  generated 
considerable  interest  and  has  resulted  in  applications  from  six  airlines. 

On  April  13,  1992,  the  Department  issued  a  notice  establishing  April  19,  1993,  as 
the  date  for  answers  and  April  22,  1993,  as  the  date  for  replies  to  four  new  and  re- 
cently amended  certificate  applications  seeking  new  authority  to  serve  London.  We 
have  now  received  these  responses,  as  well  as  additional  applications  for  London 
certificate  authority.  The  following  applications  are  pending: 

Carriers  Routes 

American  Nashville-London 

American  Philadelphia-London 

American  Raleigh/Durham-London 

United/USAir  Philadelphia-London  route  transfer  to 

Chicago-London 
Trans  World  Chicago-New  York-Stansted 

Delta  New  York-London 

Delta  Salt  Lake  City-London 

Continental  Cleveland-London 

Continental  Newark-Manchester 

Northwest/USAir  Baltimore-London  route  transfer  to 

Detroit-London 
The  Department  will  be  reviewing  these  applications,  together  with  the  answers 
and  replies,  before  establishing  appropriate  procedures  to  process  these  cases. 

NATIONAL  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW 

Mr.  Price.  All  right.  I  would  appreciate  whatever  kind  of  up- 
dates you  could  give  us  on  that.  It  is  certainly  a  matter  of  great 
concern,  and  I  think  ought  to  be  a  matter  of  high  priority  for  your 
Department  to  get  this  clarified  and  to  get  these  routes  reassigned 
in  an  equitable  way  that  serves  our  national  transportation  needs. 
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Finally  now,  the  National  Performance  Review-Mr.  Chairman,  if 
I  might  just  proceed  here  with  some  questions  that  we  need  some 
more  information  on. 

National  Performance  Review,  much  discussed,  now  under  way 
with  a  fairly  tight  time  frame  as  I  understand  it. 

Ms.  Collins.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Price.  What  improvement  in  DOT  operations  do  you  expect 
to  result  from  that  review,  and  when  do  you  think  that  your  part 
of  that  will  be  completed? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  would  like  to  make  a  couple  of  points,  and  then 
Jon  Seymour  can  add  much  to  what  I  have  to  say. 

I  don't  think  that  we  are  going  into  this  with  any  preconceived 
notion  of  what  the  outcome  is  in  specific  areas  except  for  the  basic 
goal  that  we  are  doing  it  with  an  eye  to  improving  the  effectiveness 
and  quality  of  what  we  do. 

It  is  not  necessarily  driven  solely  in  the  name  of  budget  cuts. 
Second,  it  is  being  done  with  an  eye  of  having  ourselves,  not  outsid- 
ers like  the  Grace  Commission-look  at  what  we  do.  That  is  a  differ- 
ent strategy  because  it  has  the  possibility  of  being  more  lasting  and 
creating  greater  ownership  by  the  Federal  staff. 

Mr.  Price.  When  you  say  it  is  not  being  driven  by  budget  cuts, 
surely  to  some  extent  it  is.  I  mean,  we  are  talking  about  severe 
budgetary  constraints.  We  are  talking  about  anticipated  adminis- 
trative savings  over  the  next  five  years,  substantial  savings. 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  That  is  right.  But  what  I  meant  is  that  that  is  not 
the  sole  purpose  of  doing  this,  that  what  we  also  want  to  look  at  is 
ways  of  improving  the  quality  and  the  effectiveness  of  what  we  do, 
even  if  it  doesn't,  in  all  cases,  mean  budget  savings. 

Mr.  Price.  Fair  enough. 

Ms.  Collins.  But  what  we  will  have  is  both  internal  working 
groups  within  the  Department  as  well  as  participants  in  the  orga- 
nization that  the  White  House  and  the  Vice  President's  office  are 
leading,  and  some  of  our  staff  are  involved  in  those  exercises. 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  are  putting  together  some  pretty  aggressive 
teams  to  work  within  DOT  to  dovetail  with  the  group  that  the 
President  and  Vice  President  have  put  together. 

Mr.  Price.  That  was  my  next  question.  How  are  you  setting  this 
review  up?  What  employees  have  been  formerly  designated  to  pro- 
vide input  to  the  National  Performance  Review?  How  were  they  se- 
lected? How  are  you  going  to  organize  yourselves  to  carry  this  out? 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  have  got  several  employees  detailed  to  work 
on  the  National  Performance  Review.  We  have  been  to  each  of  our 
operating  administrations,  talked  with  the  acting  administrators, 
and  have  real  good  support  to  put  together  a  team  for  each  admin- 
istration to  look  at  how  that  organization  carries  out  its  work.  And 
we  are  going  to  put  together  five,  six,  maybe  seven  crosscutting 
teams,  looking  at  issues  like  safety  in  general,  grants  delivery, 
issues  that  affect  all  of  us,  with  a  focus  on  quality,  on  customers, 
and  on  getting  decision  making  to  people  who  should  be  making  de- 
cisions. 

We  are  going  to  try  to  ask  questions  about  what  we  do,  how  we 
do  it,  whether  or  not  it  even  needs  to  be  done;  and  we  are  at  the 
front  end  of  getting  this  organized. 
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We  have  a  training  session  for  the  people  who  are  being  desig- 
nated by  our  operating  administration  so  they  can  talk  with  some 
of  the  folks  from  Texas  who  have  gotten  some  publicity  for  the 
work  they  have  done  and  get  off  and  running.  We  already  have 
items  on  our  agenda  to  look  at.  And  part  of  the  early  agenda  is  to 
form  the  rest  of  it.  But  the  expectation  is  that  we  will  have  some 
results  by  early  September  and  that  we  will  have  other  items  that 
we  are  going  to  continue  working  on  beyond  September  because 
they  make  good  sense. 

Mr.  Price.  And  you  are  confident  that  you  have  the  resources 
and  the  expertise  in-house  to  do  most  of  this? 

Mr.  Seymour.  I  think  we  have  the  expertise  in-house  to  do  an 
awful  lot  of  it.  We  are  also  talking  about  supplementing  our  own 
experts  with  a  couple  of  folks  from  outside,  either  experts  who 
worked  with  the  Texas  group  or  others  who  have  done  performance 
management,  customer-based  kinds  of  reviews;  and  we  have  talked 
to  a  couple  people  about  helping  us  with  that. 

But  the  focus  has  been  on  working  with  the  people  who  do  the 
work. 

Mr.  Price.  Now,  how  much  are  you  kind  of  undertaking  this  on 
your  own?  That  is  to  say,  what  kind  of  interdepartmental  commu- 
nication and  cooperation  is  going  on  in  designing  these  efforts? 
What  kind  of  directions  from  0MB  or  from  the  White  House?  To 
what  extent  are  you  on  your  own  in  designing  the  DOT  version  of 
this? 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  have  got  the  general  guidance  from  the  Vice 
President's  office  in  terms  of  the  focus  and  the  quality  and  that 
kind  of  thing.  But  we  are  putting  together  the  groups  and  the 
crosscutting  issues  and  core  questions  which  we  expect  each  group 
to  address,  really,  as  we  speak. 

In  fact,  Melissa  Allen,  who  is  my  deputy  and  who  is  the  point 
person  for  DOT  in  doing  this — and  being  sure  that  once  a  week  at 
least  we  talk  to  policy-makers  in  the  Department — is  briefing  the 
national  group  this  afternoon  on  how  we  are  getting  organized  to 
be  sure  we  are  sharing  data  with  them.  So  not  only  within  the  De- 
partment but  in  terms  of  the  group  working  out  of  the  White 
House,  we  are  sta5dng  in  close  touch. 

BUDGET  IMPUCATIONS  OF  REVIEW 

Mr.  Price.  Of  course  of  particular  interest  to  this  subcommittee 
is  the  financial  implications  of  all  this,  the  kind  of  savings  that  we 
might  anticipate.  The  project,  in  fact,  is  supposed  to  identify  specif- 
ic spending  cuts  in  Federal  programs,  services  that  don't  work  any- 
more, find  waste  to  eliminate  unnecessary  layers  of  management, 
which  would,  of  course,  also  translate  into  cost  savings. 

Will  you  have  results  in  time,  do  you  anticipate,  to  affect  the 
fiscal  year  1994  appropriations  process? 

And  will  you  transmit  your  findings  to  us  in  a  timely  fashion  so 
that  we  could  utilize  those  findings  as  quickly  as  possible? 

Mr.  Seymour.  The  initial  target,  as  I  think  you  know,  Mr.  Price, 
is  early  September  for  some  of  the  first  reports.  How  much  of  that 
can  be  funneled  into  1994  with  that  September  time  frame,  I  am 
somewhat  dubious.  But  I  certainly  think  we  want  to  do  this  in  an 
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open  way  and  share  what  data  we  have  got.  And  I  don't  know  that 
we  are  going  to  have  an  awful  lot  of  results  in  the  next  month  or 
two.  We  really  are  getting  this  thing  organized  to  do  it  right. 

Mr.  Price.  Well  I  appreciate  that.  I  wonder  to  what  extent  your 
submissions  though,  as  you  have  prepared  them  in  working  on 
them  in  recent  weeks — to  what  extent  do  they  reflect  assumptions 
about  the  way  this  might  play  out  later  in  the  year? 

Mr.  Seymour.  It  is  almost  recent  days  to  tell  you  the  truth. 

Mr.  Price.  To  what  extent  have  you  built  in  assumptions  about 
the  kind  of  savings  that  might  be  realized,  you  know,  acknowledg- 
ing that  the  results  aren't  going  to  be  in  for  some  months? 

Mr.  Seymour.  Very  candidly,  we  are  looking  at  the  kinds  of  ques- 
tions we  want  to  ask  to  drive  us  to  the  answers  that  you  are  de- 
scribing. We  have  really  made  no  assumptions  about  what  we  are 
going  to  get.  We  are  going  to  get  some  efficiencies  and  savings.  I 
would  be  happy  to  take  an  lOU  to  work  with  your  staff  and  let  you 
know  how  we  are  coming  along  as  we  go. 

But  we  are  really  just  getting  this  thing  organized  and  figuring 
out  how  we  are  going  to  go  and  stay  in  communication  across  our 
own  lines. 

Mr.  Price.  Certainly  our  long-range  budget  projections  depend  on 
savings  coming  from  this  quarter. 

Mr.  Seymour.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Price.  In  1994  and  certainly  beyond  1994. 

Mr.  Seymour.  I  guess  it  may  go  without  saying,  but  we  have  got 
very  enthusiastic  support  from  the  Secretary,  from  our  Deputy  Sec- 
retary-designee;  and  they  intend  to  see  it  work.  We  intend  to  see  it 
work.  I  think  we  are  going  to  have  some  interesting  results. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

BUREAU  OF  transportation  STATISTICS 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Price. 

Now,  I  have  a  couple  questions  about  the  Bureau  of  Transporta- 
tion statistics,  an  office  that  I  am  very  much  interested  in.  This 
particular  bureau  can  give  us  data  that  will  better  inform  the  deci- 
sions throughout  government-Federal,  State  and  local-about  how 
we  spend  our  infrastructure  dollars. 

What  is  your  1994  request?  And  how  does  it  compare  to  the  1993 
request? 

Ms.  Collins.  The  request  is  $15  million  for  1994.  That  compares 
to  $6.8  million  in  1993.  This  is  funded  within  the  Federal  Aid  High- 
way program  as  it  was  in  1993.  We  propose  a  staffing  level  of  12, 
both  for  1993  and  1994.  Most  of  the  money,  really,  is  going  to  sur- 
veys and  data  collection  activities,  not  to  salaries. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  is  this  going  to  integrate  with  the  various  modes? 
I  know  that  FHWA  has  data  collection  capability,  FAA  has  some 
and  FTA  has  some. 

Ms.  Collins.  Well,  each  of  the  data  capabilities  of  the  modes  are 
really  modal  specific.  Some  of  them  are  more  or  less  continuous 
and  ongoing.  Others  are  more  occasional.  What  the  Bureau  of 
Transportation  Statistics  was  set  up  to  do  under  ISTEA  was  to  do 


536 

department-wide  data  collection  as  well  as  serve  a  coordinating 
role. 

Two  of  the  priority  studies  for  BTS  is  to  finish  a  commodity  flow 
analysis  to  look  at  how  freight  moves  by  mode  and  also  to  do  a  pas- 
senger transportation  study. 

We  are  hopeful  that  this  kind  of  information,  which  we  haven't 
had  on  an  intermodal  basis  in  the  past,  will  help  us  as  we  look  at 
things  like  high-speed  rail  and  how  it  relates  to  other  activities  and 
that  the  data  can  be  used  both  by  MPOs  as  well  as  our  various  pro- 
grams in  planning  transportation  alternatives. 

Some  of  the  things  we  have  planned  for  1993-1994,  are  looking  at 
developing  a  base  line  on  freight  transportation  across  borders  to 
give  us  some  support  as  we  look  at  NAFTA  issues  and  also  data  on 
transportation  of  the  disabled,  which  plays  into  some  work  that 
HHS  is  doing. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  is  the  freight  study  due? 

Ms.  Collins.  It  should  be  finished  in  fiscal  1994.  The  funding  in 
1994  is  the  last  piece  of  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Who  heads  the  bureau? 

Ms.  Collins.  There  is  not  a  head  yet.  The  law  requires  it  to  be  a 
political  position  appointed  by  the  Senate.  That  is  one  of  the  names 
that  still  has  to  be  named.  But  there  is  a  deputy  director  and  small 
staff. 

ROLE  OF  BUREAU  OF  TRANSPORTATION  STATISTICS 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  bureau  have  the  ability  to  direct  the  modes 
to  change  or  modify  their  data  collection  so  as  to  be  more  compati- 
ble on  a  cross-modal  basis? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  would  like  to  get  back  to  you  with  for  the  detail, 
but  I  do  believe  that  as  ISTEA  set  forth  their  mandates  and  au- 
thorization, that  it  was  not  as  a  substitute  or  to  direct  what  the 
modes  do.  But  it  is  to  serve  a  coordinating  role  and  set  out  some 
basic  principles  in  terms  of  the  kinds  of  data  that  is  collected. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  it  would  seem  that  if  they  cannot  direct,  then 
each  mode  could  veto  recommendations  that  they  make  and  essen- 
tially freeze  out  the  rest  of  the  world  from  having  relevant  data.  In 
other  words,  they  might  collect  data  relevant  to  their  mode  but 
deny  the  cooperation  required  to  give  another  dimension  to  their 
data  in  comparison  with  other  modes. 

Ms.  Collins.  Well,  a  couple  of  points.  In  terms  of  new  data  ac- 
tivities of  each  of  the  modes,  those  come  through  the  budget  proc- 
ess, and  we  have  an  opportunity  to  review  them  and  seek  com- 
ments from  BTS  and  the  Office  of  Intermodalism.  But  ISTEA  does 
lay  out  pretty  clearly  what  the  requirements  and  mandates  are  for 
BTS.  I  am  sorry.  I  don't  have  ISTEA  with  me  to  convey  that  to 
you. 

OFFICE  OF  INTERMODALISM 

Mr.  Carr.  Speaking  of  the  Office  of  Intermodalism,  how  much  is 
your  fiscal  year  1994  request?  And  how  does  that  compare  to  the 
fiscal  year  1993  funding? 

Ms.  Collins.  A  million  one  is  the  request.  And  it  was  $750,000  in 
the  1993  budget. 
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Mr.  Carr.  And  positions. 

Ms.  Collins.  We  had  eight  positions  in  1993,  and  we  are  propos- 
ing 12  in  1994. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  what  major  activities  or  studies  are  currently 
under  way  in  that  office?  And  what  are  planned  for  the  new  fiscal 
year? 

Ms.  Collins.  That  office  is  working  as  a  facilitator.  So  it  has 
worked  on  the  regulations  that  we  recently  issued  regarding  MPO 
requirements.  It  has  tried  to  pull  together  a  compendium  of  inter- 
modal  activities  of  the  Department  so  that  we  have  a  base  line,  if 
you  will,  of  how  we  relate  or  don't  relate  as  a  Department. 

They  are  involved  in  the  research — the  intermodal  surface  re- 
search plan  that  was  required  by  ISTEA.  They  have  been  pulling 
together  working  groups  to  look  at  various  intermodal  issues  like 
interpretations  of  how  ISTEA  funds  could  be  used. 

INVESTMENT  TRADE-OFFS 

Mr.  Carr.  From  discussions  that  we  have  had  with  people  within 
and  outside  the  Department,  it  is  apparent  that,  currently,  little 
analysis  is  being  conducted  on  the  investment  trade-off  between 
the  different  modes  of  transportation.  For  example,  even  though 
the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  proposes  a  new  initiative  on  high-speed 
rail,  I  don't  believe  any  detailed  analysis  was  done  to  evaluate 
high-speed  rail  vis-a-vis  IVHS,  vis-a-vis  short  haul  aviation  or  tilt 
rotor  aircraft;  and  it  seems  that  there  was  no  sensitivity  analysis 
done  in  the  high-speed  rail  area  that  included  different  assump- 
tions about  developments  that  might  be  happening  in  these  other 
areas. 

Mr.  Seymour,  what  do  you  think  of  the  efficacy  of  developing  a 
computer  modeling  capability  within  the  Office  of  Intermodalism 
that  would  help  perform  some  of  these  trade-off  or  cross-modal 
analyses? 

Mr.  Seymour.  The  kinds  of  questions  you  are  asking,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, are  questions  I  hear  being  asked  on  the  10th  floor  of  our 
building  now  about  how  some  trade-off  decisions  are  made.  I  think 
you  are  going  to  see  us  taking  more  steps  in  that  direction.  Wheth- 
er it  is  based  in  intermodalism  or  with  some  other  kind  of  research 
specialists,  I  am  not  sure.  But  there  is  a  shared  concern  that  we 
need  to  do  more  in  that  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  Ms.  Collins. 

Ms.  Collins.  Well,  I  think  that  is  true.  I  think  I  would  also  say 
that  all  of  our  different  transportation  investments  are  not  neces- 
sarily trade-offs  one  against  the  other.  It  is  also  possible  that  they 
are  complementary,  that  high  speed  is  not  necessarily  a  trade-off  to 
another  mode  but  rather  a  way  of  improving  connections  between 
modes. 

And  as  we  look  at  laying  out  the  criteria  for  this  program,  for 
which  corridors  actually  receive  any  Federal  funds,  those  factors 
will  be  taken  into  consideration. 

BUDGET  TRADE-OFFS 

Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  tell  you  where  I  think  it  is  a  trade-off  and  not 
complementary,  and  that  has  to  do  with  the  overall  budget.  The  in- 
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vestment  package  of  this  budget  is  $3  billion  over  what  this  Com- 
mittee is  likely  to  have. 

Ms.  Collins.  I  know. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  seems  trade-offs  are  with  us  now.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  make  some  decisions  about  how  we  are  going  to  effectively 
deploy  the  taxpayers'  hard  earned  dollars  for  maximum  economic 
impact.  And  I  know  from  my  own  discussions  with  you  and  others 
on  the  10th  floor  that  people  are  thinking  about  this. 

And  my  problem  is  that  the  10th  floor  seems  to  be  thinking 
about  this  as  something  to  do  in  the  future.  Relative  to  this  Com- 
mittee's job,  the  future  is  now.  Apparently,  in  the  wisdom  of  0MB, 
the  administration,  and  the  Department,  the  buck  has  been  passed 
to  this  Committee  and  our  counterpart  in  the  Senate  to  begin  the 
process  now  because  the  Department  chose  not  to  do  it  now. 

Ms.  Collins.  Well,  I  think  to  be  fair,  the  President's  budget  re- 
flects trade-offs;  and  there  is  a  trade-off  that  was  in  support  of 
transportation  and  infrastructure  investment.  There  are  a  lot  of 
other  agencies  that  didn't  grow  the  way  the  transportation  budget 
grew. 

This  budget  also  reflects  the  initiatives  of  the  President.  The 
budget  that  we  sent  to  0MB  back  in  September  before  the  election 
didn't  necessarily  have  high-speed  rail  and  Maglev  in  it.  It  is  clear- 
ly an  initiative  of  the  President  in  the  fact  that  they  made  room 
for  it  in  our  budget  and  others  were  held  back  in  their  growth. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  it  doesn't  answer  the  question.  Where  do  we  get 
the  extra  $3  billion? 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  We  are  hopeful  that  the  602  allocation  process  is 
kind  to  transportation.  The  President  has  a  larger  issue  to  deal 
with  in  terms  of  how  the  entire  investment  initiative  is  dealt  with 
because  the  whole  budget  is  over  the  discretionary  budget  caps  in 
an  amount  that  is  pretty  close  to  the  amount  of  the  investment 
package. 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes.  But  the  President  also  supported  the  budget  reso- 
lution. The  budget  resolution  is  about  $3  billion  less  than  you  are 
requesting  of  us.  So 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  we  are  getting  mixed  messages  from  the  other  end 
of  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  and  it  gets  back  to  these  trade-offs.  These 
trade-offs  are  with  us  now.  It  is  not  some  sort  of  theoretical  exer- 
cise. As  you  know,  you  helped  us.  We  have  been  working  and  talk- 
ing in  the  last  few  weeks  together  on  how  we  get  our  arms  around 
this  problem  and  making  rational  decisions  between  modes  and  be- 
tween projects  within  modes  and  all  these  things  so  we  don't  get 
accused  of  capricious  pork  barreling  for  somebody's  benefit.  The 
fact  of  the  matter  is,  the  Department,  knowing  what  the  President 
had  approved  in  the  budget  resolution — and  it  may  not  be  the  De- 
partment's fault,  it  may  be  OMB's,  I  don't  know — ^but  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  the  executive  agencies  knew  what  was  being  ap- 
proved in  the  budget  resolution — approved.  It  said  it  was  a  good 
deal.  And  then,  nonetheless,  they  came  asking  for  more  money 
than  the  budget  resolution,  the  budget  resolution  for  which  they 
had  approved  before. 

So  now  we  have  a  tough  decision  before  this  Committee;  and  it 
seems,  quite  frankly,  that  the  administration  has  dumped  it  in  our 
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laps.  And  this  general  provision  which  has  caught  everybody's  at- 
tention at  the  end  of  the  appendix  of  the  budget,  and  I  ought  to 
just  read  it  for  the  record  here:  "General  provision.  The  amounts 
provided  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  only  upon  the  enactment  of 
an  omnibus  budget  reconciliation  act,  pursuant  to  section  310  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act,  that  contains  amendments  to  section 
601(a)  of  such  Act  providing  adjustments  consistent  with  such 
amounts  offset  by  savings  pursuant  to  section  252  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985,  as  amended." 

And  so  the  other  aspect  of  this  was  a  discussion  you  and  I  had 
many,  many  months  ago  about  whether,  in  the  supplemental  pack- 
age, we  were  going  to  be  held  harmless.  And  it  appears  now  that  at 
the  time  we  thought  we  were,  but  it  doesn't  appear  so  now,  does  it? 

Ms.  Collins.  If  the  supplemental  remains  an  emergency  appro- 
priation bill,  then,  yes,  you  are  held  harmless.  If  it  is  not,  then  the 
outlays  will  have  to  be  accommodated. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  seems  like  the  administration  is  moving  to  remove 
the  emergency  designation  or  hold  harmless  provision.  At  least 
that  is  what  we  read  in  the  newspaper  in  terms  of  their  conversa- 
tions with  various  Senators.  Then  you  put  this  in  the  1994— it  cre- 
ates a  verv,  very  serious  problem  for  this  particular  Committee. 
And  I  can  t  help  but  wonder,  just  rhetorically,  if  this  isn't  being 
done  so  that  the  executive  looks  good  and  the  Congress  is  made  to 
look  bad. 

Ms.  Collins.  I  suppose  that  is  always  fair  game  to  wonder, 
except  that  as  you  noted,  the  President  supported  the  budget  reso- 
lution. 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes.  But  the  problem  is,  he  can't  have  it  both  ways. 
He  wants  to  support  the  budget  resolution  and  then  he  doesn't 
want  to  step  up  to  the  issue  of  leadership  and  decide  where  the 
cuts  ought  to  come.  He  says,  basically,  "you  make  $3  billion  worth 
of  cuts.  I  don't  want  to  touch  it."  Is  that  unfair? 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  It  may  be  that,  or  it  may  be  that  there  will  be  fur- 
ther messages  from  the  executive  branch.  I  think  they  realize  the 
situation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  realize  you  are  probably  not  the  person  to  put 
on  the  firing  line  because  you  have  been  helpful  to  our  Committee. 
But  it  is  a  rubber  band  right  now  between  each  end  of  Pennsylva- 
nia Avenue.  And  I  hope  you  take  the  message  back  that  I  think 
this  Committee  will  be  looking  for  some  message  from  the  Presi- 
dent on  transportation  matters.  I  don't  know  what  the  other  12  ap- 
propriations subcommittee  Chairs  are  going  to  ask  their  respective 
people.  But  I  think  it  is  not  inappropriate  for  us  to  ask  the  Secre- 
tary of  Transportation  where  he  would  find  $3  billion  worth  of 
cuts,  assuming  we  don't  get  any  better  than  the  budget  offers  us. 

I  would  certainly  hope  that  we  would  get  a  larger  602(b)  alloca- 
tion. I  will  fight  for  that.  I  will  fight  to  do  everything  I  can.  But 
once  a  number  is  out  there  and  it  is  in  print,  it  is  very  hard  to 
change  that  number.  And  I  think  you  know  that. 

I  think  our  new  Secretary  may  not  understand  that.  But  you 
have  been  around  this  town  long  enough  to  know  that  once  a 
number  appears  in  print,  whether  it  has  legal  authority  or  not  is 
immaterial,  it  gains  a  certain  logic  of  its  own.  And  those  parts  of 
the  appropriations  discretionary  accounts  that  are  treated  well  by 
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that  number  are  not  likely  to  budge  so  that  this  Subcommittee  can 
help  the  President's  program,  much  as  we  would  like  to,  by  $3  bil- 
lion. 

So  it  is  a  very  serious  thing. 

And  back  to  my  point  about  developing  some  computer  capability 
to  evaluate  some  of  these  trade-offs  that  I  know  that  you  are  think- 
ing about,  we  would  like  to  speed  that  process  if  we  can.  I  know  we 
have  talked  about  the  HERS  model  and  FHWA  and  maybe  extend- 
ing that  to  some  of  the  other  modes  and  I  think  this  Committee 
probably  will  want  to  help  you  develop  that  capability  because  we 
too  would  be  ultimately  the  users  of  it  and  it  would  help  our  deci- 
sion-making process  as  well. 

I  beat  you  up  enough  about  the  budget  I  guess,  so  we  will  go 
back  to  the  intermodalism  office. 

FUNDING  INTERMODAL  FREIGHT  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  ISTEA  did  not  specifically  authorize  the  use  of  trust 
fund  monies  for  intermodal  freight  facilities.  But  as  of  a  few 
months  ago,  DOT  had  not  decided  whether  or  not  to  interpret 
ISTEA  as  to  allow  the  use  of  funds  for  intermodal  facilities  or  not. 
Has  this  issue  been  resolved? 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  It  has.  One  of  the  things  that  the  Office  of  Intermo- 
dalism did  was  pull  together  a  working  group  to  look  at  that. 

FHWA  has  subsequently  issued  some  guidance  to  their  field  in 
terms  of  the  use  of  the  highway  funds.  The  basic  message  is  that 
highway  funds  can  be  used  to  accommodate  rail  facilities  or  other 
modal  facilities,  such  as  alignments  or  crossings  or  tracking  signals 
and  signing,  where  there  are  conflicts  between  a  highway  route 
and  rail.  But  we  cannot  use  our  highway  funds  to  build  port  termi- 
nals and  facilities  per  se. 

Another  thing  I  would  point  out,  that  the  Congestion  Mitigation 
Funds  can  be  used  for  activities  that  result  in  reduction  in  pollu- 
tion. 

So  to  the  extent  port  facilities  meet  that  test,  the  CMAQ  funds 
could  be  used  for  them.  The  planning  money  that  MPOs  receive 
can  also  be  used  in  that  context. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  just  point  out — and  I  would  like  to  work  with 
you  on  this — but  it  seems  to  me,  at  least  that  the  policy  is  incon- 
sistent when  you  can  use  ISTEA  funds  for  intermodal  facilities 
that  include  people,  passenger  traffic,  but  you  can't  do  it  when  it 
comes  to  freight.  In  a  people  sense,  it  will  be  an  intermodal  center 
in  some  downtown  area  between  a  transit  and  a  bus  and  highway 
and  a  rail  and  whatever  else.  But  an  intermodal  freight  facility, 
ports,  highway  terminals,  it  seemingly  can't.  I  hope  that  there 
would  be  some  consistency  in  the  Department's  determination  in 
this  regard. 

ROLE  OF  OFFICE  OF  INTERMODALISM 

Mr.  Carr.  The  GAO  has  commented  that  many  in  industry  be- 
lieve the  office  of  intermodalism  should,  among  other  things,  facili- 
tate the  resolution  of  specific  intermodal  problems.  For  example,  in 
the  case  of  Chicago  the  office  could  play  a  role  in  traffic  congestion 
by  facilitating  more  effective  freight  transportation.  Do  you  think 
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the  Department  will  allow  the  Office  of  Intermodalism  to  move  to 
these  specific  hot  spot  problem  solving  areas? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  do.  In  fact,  I  was  talking  to  staff  in  the  office 
today  about  the  thinking  of  the  new  director;  and  that  was  exactly 
his  line  of  thinking,  that  one  role  they  could  play  is  looking  at  spe- 
cific intermodal  problems  at  site  specific  situations  and  trying  to 
deal  with  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf,  would  you  like  to  ask  a  few  questions? 

FAMILY  FRIENDLY  POLICIES 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Yes,  I  have  a  couple  ques- 
tions. 

What  is  the  policy  of  the  Department — and  I  would  appreciate  if 
you  could  maybe  talk  to  the  Secretary  about  this — about  the  family 
friendly  policies? 

I  have  offered  a  number  of  amendments  which  have  been  adopt- 
ed in  the  House  Treasury  Appropriations  Committee  pushing  pro- 
grams for  Federal  employees  on  flexi-time,  flexi-place,  job  sharing, 
leave  sharing,  telecommuting,  and  different  agencies  and  different 
departments  have  different  policies. 

Could  you  look  at  the  Department's  policies  on  these  to  make 
sure  that  you  are  taking  advantage  of  all  of  them?  I  know  you  have 
a  leave  sharing  program.  That  is  where  somebody  is  dying  of 
cancer,  the  others  can  donate  leave. 

Do  you  have  a  flexi-time  program?  I  had  heard  that  the  Depart- 
ment was  not  overly  wild  about  this  and  I  was  critical  of  the  past 
administration  for  that. 

Are  you  now  using  and  making  flexi-time  available  to  all  your 
employees? 

Mr.  Seymour.  Two  parts  to  that  answer,  if  I  may. 

One,  employees,  as  a  general  rule,  within  a  certain  core  number 
of  hours  have  a  lot  of  flexibility  about  when  they  start  and  when 
they  complete  the  day.  Under  this  approach,  folks  would  normally 
start  at  a  pre-agreed  expected  start  time  every  day. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Four  days,  10  hours  a  day? 

Mr.  Seymour.  Yes.  The  Department's  implementing  guidance 
has  changed  over  the  last  decade.  At  one  time  we  had  a  very  lais- 
sez-faire policy  for  alternate  work  schedules  which,  frankly,  didn't 
work  because  there  was  too  little  opportunity  to  manage  where 
people  were  and  who  was  there. 

A  couple  years  ago,  that  guidance  was  loosened  up  to  the  point 
where  as  long  as  there  was  some  payback  to  the  government  for  a 
flexible  kind  of  arrangement,  employees  could  set  up  the  kind  of 
flex  time  you  are  talking  about,  and  that  has  been  done  in  an 
awful  lot  of  organizations. 

We  have  floated  to  the  new  Secretary  some  thoughts  on  alter- 
nate work  schedules.  Basically,  he  said  he  would  like  to  get  most  of 
the  administrators  appointed.  Then  we  are  going  to  sit  down  and 
review  whether  we  take  additional  steps. 

I  might  tell  you,  too,  that  we  have  got  child  care  facilities. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  child  care  bill  is  my  bill. 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  are  among  the  very  foremost  in  providing  that 
kind  of  opportunity. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  have  a  scholarship  program. 

Mr.  Seymour.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  put  out  publications  on  how  to 
set  up  child  care  centers  for  our  employees,  and  GSA  has  used 
that.  We  have  really  taken  that  initiative  to  heart. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  could  take  a  look  at  flex  time  and  flex  place. 

Do  you  have  a  job  sharing  program  whereby  two  people  can 
share  the  same  job,  maybe  somebody  that  is  trying  to  get  a  gradu- 
ate degree  and  somebody  who  is  taking  care  of  a  new  child? 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  have  never  called  it  job  sharing,  but  we  have 
got  an  aggressive  part-time  employment  program  for  people,  e.g.,  a 
mother  who  wants  to  spend  several  days  at  home,  or  a  student — 
where  we  either,  in  effect,  job  share  or  where  we  tailor  work 
around  a  schedule. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  could  look — job  sharing  is  a  little  bit  different 
because  it  allows  people  to  stay  on  their  career  track,  and  you  are 
really  getting  more  than  20  hours  from  them.  They  don't  take 
lunch  generally.  They  are  pleased  to  have  that  opportunity  because 
they  want  to  stay  with  a  child  or  stay  with  a  parent  that  is  ill,  so 
they  are  actually  giving  you  more  hours.  And  if  you  could  look  at  a 
formal  job  sharing  program,  it  would  be  helpful. 

Mr.  Seymour.  We  are  really  close.  I  will  take  you  at  heart,  and 
can  give  you  an  example.  We  have  an  employee  on  my  own  staff 
who  comes  in  several  days  a  week.  We  asked  her  to  come  in  for  a 
Friday,  which  was  a  very  important  meeting  that  we  needed  her 
at.  She  had  no  one  to  take  care  of  her  child  so  I  said  I  would.  But 
she  made  arrangements  to  come  in.  We  have  had  good  luck  with 
that  situation. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Where  is  your  child  care? 

Mr.  Seymour.  The  facility  that  we  have  is  in  the  FAA  building. 
It  is  the  DOT  child  care  center,  two  blocks  from  our  headquarters 
and  right  in  a  DOT  building.  There  is  a  separate  facility  in  the 
Coast  Guard  building  which  is  a  couple  miles  away. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  you  should  push  that  and  let  them  know  that 
the  Secretary  is  enthusiastic  about  it.  Some  people  think  it  is  going 
to  negatively  impact  on  their  career,  if  they  need  child  care.  If  the 
Secretary  were  to  put  out  a  Department  memo  as  a  father — he  is  a 
father,  correct? 

Mr.  Seymour.  Yes,  sir. 

bilateral  agreement  with  the  united  kingdom 

Mr.  Wolf.  As  a  father,  I  understand  this.  And  the  more  we  can 
push  these  programs,  it  is  good  for  the  morale  and  it  is  also  good 
for  the  children  and  for  the  Department. 

The  other  thing,  let  me  just  commend  you  on  the  British  Air  and 
the  USAir.  I  think  that  was  the  appropriate  thing. 

But  what  are  you  doing  now  to  aggressively  follow  up  to  put 
pressure  on  the  British  to  make  sure  that  they  open  up  routes? 

Ms.  Collins.  Well,  two  things.  The  Secretary  is  going  to  London 
this  weekend  to  start  talking  to  the  transport  minister. 

Second,  the  code  sharing  arrangement  was  approved  for  a  year 
with  a  condition  that  it  wasn't  going  to  be  renewed  unless  we  made 
progress  on  actually  renegotiating  the  bilateral.  That  is  real  impor- 
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tant  because  the  U.S.-UK  bilateral  is  a  model  for  a  lot  of  the  other 
European  arrangements. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Fair  enough.  Perhaps  the  Congress  ought  to  pass 
some  sort  of  resolution  saying  that  we  support  what  the  Secretary 
is  trying  to  do  and  we  want  to  see  them  produce  the  results  to  give 
him  the  ability  to  get  them  to  open  up. 

ADVISORY  COMMITTEES 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  said  on  page  2,  10  Advisory  Committees-you  are 
targeting  10  advisory  committees.  What  ones  are  they? 

When  you  target  them,  are  you  reducing  them?  Or  are  you 
wiping  them  out? 

Ms.  Collins.  Right. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  say  here,  10  advisory  committees  for  termination. 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  Some  of  them — I  will  just  read  you  the  list.  There 
was  a  system  capacity — one  in  FAA,  Pilot  Shortage,  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  Academy  had  an  advisory  committee.  We  had  one  in  the 
Coast  Guard  for  the  Oil  Spill  Response  Plan  Negotiated  Rulemak- 
ing and  Related  Advisory  Committee;  Aircraft  Accessibility. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  was  that  last  one  again? 

Ms.  Collins.  Oil  Spill  Response  Plan  Negotiated  Rulemaking. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  just  had  an  oil  spill  out  in  my  district  which  was 
very,  very  serious. 

Ms.  Collins.  I  know.  In  many  cases  we  have  set  up  advisory  com- 
mittees when  we  are  in  a  rulemaking  process  and  that  once  the 
rule  is  done,  there  is  no  need  to  keep  the  advisory  committee.  So 
that  is  the  situation  with  that  one. 

And  also  the  Aircraft  Accessibility  Rule,  we  had  an  advisory 
committee  for  that. 

The  Infrastructure  Investment  Commission,  unless  for  some 
reason  Congress  extends  its  duration,  it  has  issued  its  report  and 
met  its  requirements. 

There  is  a  Commercial  Motor  Vehicle  Regulatory  Review,  it  is 
something  that  the  appropriation  bill  has  always  prohibited  us 
from  spending  money  on.  And  the  work  of  that  committee  is  done- 
that  committee  is  dormant.  It  served  its  purpose  a  while  ago.  So  we 
plan  to  terminate  that. 

The  National  Driver  Register  Committee  would  be  terminated 
because  most  states  have  pretty  much  established  their  participa- 
tion in  the  NDR  system,  and  the  advisory  committee  really  isn't 
necessary  anymore. 

The  Charter  Services  is  another  case  where  we  had  an  advisory 
committee  to  support  a  rulemaking,  and  that  is  done. 

Another  one  in  NHTSA,  the  National  Highway  Safety  Advisory 
Committee. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay.  Just  submit  them  for  the  record  with  a  sen- 
tence or  two  as  to  why  you  are  abolishing  them. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Advisory  Committees 


Admin.  Committee  Name 


Background;  Reasons  for  Termination 


FHWA  Infrastructure  Investment 


Commercial  Mot.  Veh.  Reg.  Review 


NHTSA  National  Driver  Register 


National  Higtiway  Safety  * 


Required  by  Sec.  1081  of  ISTEA,  to 
produce  report  on  flow  to  encourage 
investment  in  infrastructure,  witfi 
emptiasis  on  pension  funds.  Expires  180 
days  after  submission  of  report  (i.e., 
August,  1993).    Funding  shown  under 
FHWA;  Oversigtit  provided  by  OST. 
Recommend  termination  because  tfie 
requirement  has  been  met. 

Required  by  P.L.  98-554  (1985),  to 
review  and  analyze  all  State  laws  on 
commercial  motor  vehicle  safety,  and 
advise  if  compatible  with  Sec.  206  of 
the  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1984. 
15  members  serving  7  year  terms.  Work 
complete,  but  statutory  requirement 
never  rescinded.  Recommend  termination. 

Required  by  Nat.  Driver  Registration 
Act  of  1982.  15  members  appointed  by 
the  Secretary  to  3-yr  terms  from 
categories  established  in  the 
legislation.  Provides  advice  to  the 
Secretary  on  efficiency  /  effectiveness 
of  NDR  in  assisting  States  exchanging 
information  on  motor  vehicle  driving 
records.  Recommend  termination:  most 
States  have  NDR  programs  in  place. 

Required  by  Highway  Safety  Act  of  1966. 
Inactive  since  1986,  because  of 
prohibitions  in  appropriations  acts. 
DOT  has  proposed  legislation  to 
terminate  —  no  action  to  date.  35 
members  appointed  by  President  —  none 
since  1987  due  to  funding  prohibition. 
Recommend  termination. 


Statutory 
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Admin.  Committee  Name 


Background;  Reasons  for  Termination 


FTA 


Charter  Services  * 


Required  by  Sec.  3040  of  ISTEA,  to  give 
recommendations  on  implementing  the 
ctiarter  services  demonstration  program. 
Recommendations  tiave  been  given,  and 
mission  has  been  accomplished;  final 
rule  is  being  written.  One  meeting  in 
'93;  no  future  meetings  are  planned. 
Recommend  termination. 


FAA 


Syst«m  OapacSy 


jPltel  Shortage 


Statutory 


Established  by  the  FAA  Administrator  in 
August  of  1990  to  obtain  advice  and 
recommendations  on  aviation  system 
capacity  issues  from  the  aviation 
community.  Composed  of  about  30 
members.    Recommend  termination 
because  future  advice  and 
recommendations  concerning  capacity  can 
be  performed  by  the  RE&D  committee 

The  Defense  Authorization  Act  (P.L. 
101  -89)  expressed  the  sense  of  Congress 
that  the  President  establish  a 
commission  to  study  the  reason  for  the 
shortage  of  pilots.   DOT  concluded  that 
a  Secretarial  advisory  committee  should 
be  used  to  accomplish  the  intent  of 
Congress,  and  that  the  scope  be 
expanded  to  include  aviation 
maintenance  technicians.  Chartered  May 
18,  1992,  comprised  of  about  15 
members     Charged  with  providing  a 
report  lo  the  Secretary  by  about  May  of 
1993.   Following  the  report,  there  will 
be  no  further  mission  for  the 
committee,  and  it  should  be  terminated. 


Non- Statutory 
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dmin. 
CG 


Committee  Name 
Coast  (audrd  Academy 


OH  Spin  Re&p 
Negotiated  Rulemaking 


OST 


Mcraft.A);.ces$ibi6ty, 


Background;  Reasons  for  Termination 

Auttiorized  (but  not  required)  in 
4/16/37  by  PL.  75-38,  amended  by  PL. 
89-670,  to  advise  the  Commandant  on  ttie 
status  of  ttie  curriculum  and  faculty  of 
the  Academy  and  to  make  recommendations 
as  necessary.  7  members. 

Established  1/8/92  by  Secretarial 
auttiority,  to  advise  CG  on  rulemaking 
to  establish  regulations  for  oil  spill 
response  as  required  by  the  Oil 
Polution  Act  of  1990.  25-30  members 
Recommend  termination    Mission  has 
been  completed. 

Established  by  Secretary  5/21/92,  to 
provide  guidance  to  DOT  in  developing  a 
rule  concerning  access  to  lavatories  on 
narrow  body  aircraft  for  persons  with 
disabilities  including  persons  who  use 
wheelchairs.  Final  meeting  scheduled 
for  April  1993,  and  further  committee 
work  is  not  required.   Recommend 
termination  in  FY  1993,  following  that 
meeting. 


Non- Statutory 
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CHINESE  LAUNCH  FACIUTIES 


Mr.  Wolf.  On  page  4  you  say,  OCST  is  responsible  for  regulating 
U.S.  private  commercial  space  launches  to  protect  public  safety  and 
national  interest.  How  many  American  companies  have  used  the 
Chinese  space  launches? 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  I  don't  have  that  exact  number.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  there  any 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  There  are  only  two  companies  that  are  the  major 
launchers,  McDonnell  Douglas  and  General  Djmamics. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  know  how  many  U.S.  satellites  have  been 
launched  by  the  Chinese? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  don't  know  how  many  of  the  U.S.  The  Chinese 
have  had  10  to  15  percent  of  the  market  on  launches. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  look  at  that  because 
when  they  do  the  launch  there  is  an  opportunity  for  them  to  take 
data. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Trade  in  commercial  launches  with  the  People's  Republic  of  China  (PRO  is  cur- 
rently governed  by  the  1989  U.S.-PRC  Memorandum  of  Agreement  Regarding  Inter- 
national Trade  in  Commercial  Launch  Services  (MOA).  The  MOA  allows  PRC 
launch  providers  a  total  of  nine  launches  for  international  customers  during  the 
term  of  the  agreement,  which  expires  December  31,  1994.  The  MOA  also  requires 
that  PRC  providers  offer  prices,  terms,  and  conditions  for  launches  that  are  on  a 
par"  with  those  prevailing  in  the  international  market  for  commercial  launch  serv- 
ices. 

At  the  present  time,  PRC  launch  providers  have  conducted  three  launches  of  com- 
munications satellites  for  international  customers,  and  are  expected  to  launch  an 
additional  satellite  before  the  end  of  the  agreement.  Each  of  these  satellites  was 
manufactured  by  the  Hughes  Aircraft  Co.  of  the  U.S.  In  addition,  the  PRC  is  cur- 
rently scheduled  to  launch  three  U.S.-built  satellites  for  international  customers 
after  1994.  In  general,  PRC  providers  win  5  to  10  percent  of  available  launches  in 
the  international  market  for  commercial  launch  services. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Secondly,  the  Chinese  operate  slave  labor  camps. 
There  are  56  million  people  in  their  camps.  There  are  Catholic 
bishops  who  have  been  in  the  camp  for  as  long  as  you  have  been 
alive.  There  have  been  bishops  and  priests  and  ministers  that  have 
been  in  jail  for  35  years. 

I  was  in  Beijing  Prison  Number  One  where  they  were  making 
socks  and  jelly  shoes  for  export  to  the  United  States.  I  don't  see 
why  any  American  company  should  have  the  right  to  use  the  Chi- 
nese—and you  are  knocking  out  American  companies.  You  are 
knocking  out  your  operation.  If  you  would  look  to  see  why  should 
we  not  regulate  and  prohibit. 

Ms.  Collins.  If  I  may  respond.  We  do  regulate.  The  trade  re- 
straint is  through  the  export  control  licensing  process. 

We  had  talked  earlier  about  Commercial  Space  and  our  concern 
that  in  our  trade  negotiations  that  we  try  and  limit  the  number  of 
launches  that  are  made  from  non-market  countries,  be  they  Chi- 
nese or  Russian.  The  Chinese  agreement  expires  next  year.  That  is 
going  to  have  to  be  revisited  and  reviewed. 

I  think  that,  as  I  recall,  China  now  has  one  or  two  of  U.S.  satel- 
lites, but  I  don't  know  that  for  sure. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  we  could  get  how  many  they  have  had  in  the  last 
four  years. 

I  think  this  is  one  of  the  fallacies  of  the  Bush  administration. 
They  gave  the  Chinese  an  opportunity  to  get  into  this  market.  I 
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think  you  ought  to  consider  regulating,  whereby  we  prohibit  any 
launching  of  an  American  satellite  by  the  Chinese. 

The  balance  of  payments  is  so  out  of  whack.  They  are  exporting 
arms  to  Iran.  They  are  exporting  arms  to  Sudan  that  are  being 
used  against  the  southern  Sudanese.  They  were  exporting  weapons, 
Uzis  and  other  weapons,  into  the  United  States.  I  think  the  weapon 
used  by  the  Pakistani  in  Fairfax  County  to  shoot  the  CIA  employ- 
ees came  from  China, 

If  they  are  doing  this  and  imprisoning  Catholic  priests  and  minis- 
ters in  jail,  we  ought  to  say  they  have  such  dirty  hands — look  to 
see  what  we  have  to  do,  and  I  may  offer  an  amendment  to  prohibit 
American  companies  from  using  the  Chinese. 

The  Clinton  administration  is  looking  at  the  space  shuttle.  To 
translate  that  into  American  jobs  that  could  be  here  versus  China  I 
think  is  something  we  should  look  at, 

CORRIDOR  H  PROJECT 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  had  asked  the  Secretary  to  have  somebody  talk  to 
me  about  Corridor  H.  I  don't  expect  you  to  know  what  that  is. 

Ms.  CoLUNS.  I  do.  Actually,  I  am  personally  responsible  for  farm- 
ing out  to  all  the  various  parts  of  the  Department  all  the  many 
follow-up  things  that  we  owe  the  committee  as  a  result  of  that 
hearing.  We  will  have  someone  in  touch  with  you. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  critical  because  the  Virginia  DOT  is  ready  to 
make  a  decision  on  May  10.  I  have  to  make  a  decision  to  see  what  I 
am  going  to  do,  and  I  would  like  your  technical  people  to  brief  me 
as  to  what  it  is  and  what  it  would  cost. 

Ms.  Collins.  We  will  set  that  up, 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  would  be  pleased  to  meet  with  the  Con- 
gressman to  discuss  Corridor  H  at  his  convenience.  The  following  is  a  brief  status 
report. 
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As  discussed  by  our  technical  people  at  the  April  22,  1993,  meeting  with  you, 
the  status  of  corridor  H  is  as  follows: 

The  West  Virginia  Department  of  Transportation  (WVDOT)  is  responsible  for  the 
environmental  studies  currently  underway  on  the  Appalachian  Corridor  H  between 
Elkins,  West  Virginia  and  Interstate  Route  81  in  Virginia. 

The  Corridor  H  project  is  in  step  1  of  the  environmental  review  process. 
During  this  step,  extensive  public  and  public  agency  involvement  has  occurred. 
Last  fall  the  WVDOT  prepared  a  supplemental  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  (SDEIS)  which  evaluated  a  full  range  of  reasonable  corridor 
alternatives,  and  discussed  why  other  alternatives  were  eliminated  from 
further  study,  and  identified  impacts  and  major  issues.  The  FHWA  approved  the 
SDEIS  for  circulation  and  the  document  was  made  available  for  public  review 
and  comment  in  October  1992. 

After  considering  all  comments  WVDOT  issued  a  press  release  on  3/12/93 
announcing  their  recommendation  that  the  second  phase  of  the  environmental 
study  proceed  on  the  "Scheme  Option  05"  alternative.  This  recommendation  is 
pending  Virginia  Department  of  Transportation  and  FHWA  approval.  The  next 
step  in  the  process  of  gaining  approval  of  a  final  environmental  document  will 
be  to  conduct  line  location  studies  in  the  recommended  corridor  which  will 
minimize  and  mitigate  any  environmental  consequences  not  already  addressed. 

The  time  frame  to  complete  these  studies  is  fall  1994  with  construction  to 
start  in  late  1995. 

Controversy  has  arisen  from  local  communities,  environmental  groups  and  local 
citizens  who  oppose  the  location  of  Corridor  H  as  recommended  by  WVDOT.  Most 
opposition  centers  around  concern  that  the  selected  corridor  would  cross 
through  undeveloped  forested  areas  and  bring  unwanted  development  to  the  area. 
In  addition,  some  local  communities  fear  loss  of  business  because  the  route 
could  bypass  them,  and  some  citizens  are  concerned  because  the  alignment  could 
divide  their  farm  acreage. 
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DRUNK  DRIVING  AND  UNDERAGE  DRIVERS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Any  special  legislation  planned  or  any  thoughts  with 
regard  to  the  use  of  alcohol  by  teenagers  and  driving? 

You  are  familiar  with  the  tragic  accident  that  took  place  in 
northern  Virginia.  There  was  a  story  today  in  the  Washington  Post 
indicating  drug  use  among  teenagers  is  very,  very  high.  Drinking  is 
going  up,  not  going  down.  I  would  appreciate  if  you  have  any 
thoughts  on  it. 

But  if  the  administration  could  look  at  if  it  has  any  ideas  either 
from  a  "carrot"  or  "stick"  point  of  view.  Do  you  deny  funds  to 
States  that  don't  have  particular  programs  or  do  you  add  money 
for  to  States  encourage  them  to  do  programs?  Is  there  any  idea — I 
know  you  are  new.  This  may  not  have  hit  the  top  yet. 

Ms.  Collins.  This  issue  in  terms  of  whether  any  new  legislation 
is  needed  hasn't  been  discussed  with  the  Secretary  yet,  and  I  think 
it  is  really  important  to  get  a  new  NHTSA  administrator  in. 

Among  the  career  staff  of  NHTSA,  I  think  there  is  concern  about 
an  effective  zero  BAG  level  for  youth  driving.  But  I  think  some  of 
the  issues  we  have  to  look  at  are  those  carrots  and  sticks,  and  we 
have  the  approaches  already  in  some  of  the  other  safety  grants. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Let  me  know  if  you  are  doing  anything.  We  have  leg- 
islation to  be  put  in  next  week  which  I  did  not  draft.  You  might 
want  to  look  at  that,  too. 

[The  information  follows:] 

For  underage  drivers,  we  support  an  effective  zero  BAC.  However,  to  allow  for 
test  instrument  variation,  an  appropriate  legal  limit  would  be  .02  BAC  or  lower.  The 
penalty  for  violation  of  this  BAC  standard  should  be  license  suspension.  In  addition, 
we  are  in  favor  of  increased  enforcement  and  information  campaigns  to  deter  drink- 
ing by  younger  drivers.  Information  and  enforcement  programs  are  the  two  anchors 
to  NHTSA's  strategy  to  combat  alcohol  impaired  driving.  Finally,  the  Agency  be- 
lieves that  restrictions  through  provisional  licensing  may  be  appropriate  strategies 
for  States  to  consider. 

The  Department  has  long  been  aware  of  the  problems  of  younger  drivers  and  is 
increasing  the  effort  to  target  younger  drivers  as  a  means  of  reducing  the  number  of 
fatalities  on  America's  roads.  Through  grant  awards,  the  Department  encourages 
States  to  implement  programs  that  target  this  group.  In  the  research  area,  NHTSA 
has  recently  developed  a  Research  Agenda  addressing  the  safety  issues  related  to 
young  drivers.  This  plan  goes  beyond  traditional  areas  of  research  to  further  focus 
safety  research  to  identify  particular  subgroups  of  the  population  that  are  not  hear- 
ing the  message  about  risky  driving  behavior,  and  developing  ways  to  reach  them. 

The  FY  1994  Budget  request  for  NHTSA  addresses  the  issue  of  younger  drivers 
and  alcohol  by  increasing  the  Alcohol  Program  by  nearly  $2  million  ($6.5  million 
total).  These  resources  are  directed  toward  two  complementary  strategies  of  infor- 
mation and  enforcement.  The  information-education  strategy  publicizes  the  adverse 
health  and  safety  effects  of  alcohol  and  its  effect  on  driving.  It  also  communicates 
the  consequences  of  drinking  in  terms  of  health  and  legal  ramifications.  This  com- 
plements the  enforcement  strategy  that  promotes  tough  laws  and  sanctions  for  all 
drivers,  including  the  younger  drivers,  who  drink  and  drive.  In  addition,  $2.3  mil- 
lion of  NHTSA's  budget  is  devoted  to  alcohol  and  drug  research  to  identify  high  risk 
target  groups  so  that  more  effective  countermeasures  can  be  developed.  NHTSA's 
budget  request  also  includes  over  $35  million  in  grant  money  for  the  Section  410 
and  Section  408  grant  programs.  Both  programs  provide  grants  to  states  that  adopt 
drinking  and  driving  countermeasures,  including  younger  drivers. 

At  this  time,  NHTSA  is  encouraging  states  to  pass  zero  BAC  legislation  through 
incentive  grants  and  technical  assistance  (briefing  packages,  research  data,  etc.). 
NHTSA  is  also  initiating  training  for  police  officials  in  selected  states  for  the  pur- 
pose of  increasing  enforcement  rates  for  underage  drinking  and  impaired  driving  of- 
fenses. We  feel  that  the  approach  of  incentives  and  assistance  is  preferable  to  penal- 
izing states  for  not  acting. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  My  office  will  give  you  a  copy  of  the  bill  for  you  to 
take  a  look  at.  We  would  love  to  have  the  Department's  support  of 
the  legislation  or  if  you  have  a  better  idea  we  would  be  open  to  sug- 
gestions. 

Thank  you  very  much.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

EXECUTIVE  ORDERS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  talk  to  you  a  little  bit  about  some  of 
the  recent  executive  orders  that  have  been  issued.  What  amount  of 
savings  do  we  see  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  compared  to  1993 
from  the  series  of  "efficiency  and  economy"  executive  orders  that 
were  issued  by  the  President  on  February  10th  of  this  year? 

Ms.  Collins.  There  are  a  couple  of  areas  where  we  have  savings. 
Across  the  board  in  administrative  savings  we  have  $64  million, 
spread  by  mode.  I  have  a  table  I  would  be  happy  to  give  to  show 
that  distribution. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  have  that  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fiscal  Year  1994  Reductions 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

FHWA '  [7283]  [4944] 

NHTSA 1,219  1,186  280 

FRA 117,198  1,264  560 

FTA 896  974  480 

FAA 35.753  105,890  44,245 

USCG 6.090  47,100  6,560 

MARAD 764  1,114  1,120 

SLSDC 57  256  160 

OIG 532  864  520 

RSPA 325  504  467 

OST 1.049  1,401  1.120 

Total 63.883   160.553   55.512 

'  Exempt. 

Ms.  Collins.  There  is  $156.5  million  in  savings  related  to  no  1994 
pay  raise.  For  FTE  reductions,  there  is  $59  million  associated  with 
the  almost  1,800  FTE  that  we  would  reduce  between  1993  and  1994. 
Those  are  the  three  main  areas  of  savings.  The  advisory  commit- 
tees will  have  some  savings  but  not  significant  dollars. 

transportation  and  driver  service 

Mr.  Carr.  Data  in  the  fiscal  year  1993  budget  indicates  that  DOT 
was  estimating  costs  of  $228,612  for  all  transportation  and  driver 
services,  mostly  with  vehicle  leases  and  driver  salaries.  Since  one 
of  the  executive  orders  mentioned  eliminating  "portal  to  portal" 
service,  can  we  assume  that  you  have  saved  some  of  these  leasing 
costs? 

Ms.  Collins.  Yes.  Even  in  1993  we  have  cut  back  the  number  of 
executive  vehicles  by  half,  from  20  to  10,  and  consolidated  the 
motor  pool  within  the  Working  Capital  Fund.  In  the  past,  each 
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mode  had  cars  and  drivers  assigned  to  them.  We  now  have  a  pool 
with  fewer  numbers  so  we  will  have  that  savings  even  this  year. 

PORTAL-TO-PORTAL  SERVICE  FOR  SECURITY 

Mr.  Carr.  There  was  an  exemption  to  that  portal  to  portal  prohi- 
bition in  the  case  of  someone  who  needed  it  for  security  purposes. 
And  apparently  last  year  DOT  advised  the  Committee  that  the 
commander  of  the  7th  Coast  Guard  district  in  Miami  had  received 
portal  to  portal  transportation  because  he  was  a  potential  target  of 
terrorists  and  other  criminals.  Is  that  continuing? 

Ms.  Collins.  That  is  continuing,  but  that  is  a  practice  that  is  re- 
viewed periodically  during  the  year.  It  is  not  signed  off  once  and 
forever.  It  is  reviewed  by  the  Coast  Guard,  the  Office  of  Intelli- 
gence and  Security,  and  the  Secretary  does  the  sign-off.  It  has  been 
extended  to  date. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  does  the  government-provided  transportation 
reduce  that  danger  if  he  is  in  such  danger? 

Mr.  Seymour.  I  think  you  have  the  opportunity  for  somebody 
who  is  a  trained  driver,  who  pays  more  attention  to  just  the  driv- 
ing and  is  attuned  to  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  he  have  a  security  detail  with  him?  It  would 
seem  to  me  if  he  is  in  danger 

Mr.  Seymour.  There  may  be  another  person  with  him.  I  don't 
know  the  answer  to  that. 

[Additional  clarifying  information  follows: 

The  Coast  Guard  Admiral  for  the  Miami  District  has  home  to  work  driving  privi- 
leges. He  is  driven  by  an  unarmed  Coast  Guard  petty  officer  who  is  trained  in  eva- 
sive driving  techniques.  The  Admiral  is  not  escorted  to  or  from  his  residence  by  an 
armed  security  detail  and  does  not  have  protection  while  at  work. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  the  vehicular  portal  to  portal  is  mainly  to  facilitate 
moving  this  person  and  his  security  detail  in  a  secure  fashion,  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  just  providing  him  a  government  car  to 
drive  or  a  car  and  a  driver  to  get  him  to  work  in  the  morning 
doesn't  do  much  to  reduce  exposure  to  danger  when  it  is  not 
coming  with  something  else. 

Mr.  Seymour.  It  is  not  as  exposed  as  our  personal  cars  are  in  the 
communities.  There  is  a  driver  who  takes  different  routes  every 
day.  I  suppose  one  could  argue  that  anybody  could  do  that.  I  don  t 
know  the  answer  to  your  question  how  much  security  staff  is  there. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  there  any  others  in  the  Department  that  you 
know  of  besides  this  individual? 

Mr.  Seymour.  He  is  the  only  one.  That  was  just  renewed  recent- 
ly. I  think  Secretary  Pena  signed  a  letter  to  the  Congress  putting 
everybody  on  notice  that  he  had  made  that  decision. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  Commandant  get  portal  to  portal? 

Mr.  Seymour.  He  does  as  a  result  of  a  change  in  the  portal  to 
portal  law  a  year  or  two  ago  and  not  for  security  purposes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Wasn't  the  executive  order  only  for  the  Secretary  and 
no  one  else  unless  it  was  a  security 

Mr.  Seymour.  The  executive  order  referred  to  individuals  whom 
the  Secretary  had  an  option  to  authorize  as  a  result  of  the  law. 
That  has  been  the  Deputy  Secretary,  and  he  will  not  have  portal  to 
portal.  I  believe  certain  military  officials  were  provided  portal  to 
portal  under  a  different  portion  of  that  law. 
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Mr.  Carr.  You  are  saying  that  you  are  operating  a  pool  now.  The 
Coast  Guard  isn't  part  of  the  pool? 

Mr.  Seymour.  They  are.  There  were  a  total  of  21  cars.  We  are 
down  to  10.  We  left  one  at  the  Coast  Guard  partially  because  of  the 
remote  location.  We  captured  two  of  the  vehicles  they  previously 
had  in  this  pool. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  orders  called  for  a  reduction  of  100,000  Fed- 
eral positions  achieved  by  requiring  each  agency  to  eliminate  4  per- 
cent of  its  civilian  full-time  equivalents  over  the  next  three  years, 
principally  through  attrition.  Furthermore,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense was  exempted  from  such  a  reduction  since  they  are  already 
undergoing  significant  reductions. 

However,  it  is  less  clear  to  this  Committee  why  the  Coast  Guard 
military  personnel  should  be  exempted  since  they  have  not  experi- 
enced the  same  position  reductions  like  DOD.  Can  you  explain  why 
Coast  Guard  was  exempt? 

Ms.  Collins.  The  100,000  reference  was  on  civilian  employees. 
0MB  gave  us  guidance  that  Coast  Guard  should  be  exempt  from 
that,  but  I  believe  the  Coast  Guard  military  FTEs  in  our  budget 
also  decline. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  that  is  a  bonus  on  top  of  everything  else? 

Ms.  Collins.  Right. 

USE  OF  AIRCRAFT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  President  also  directed  all  agencies  to  report  to 
OMB  by  April  10th  of  this  year  on  their  continuing  needs  for  air- 
craft configured  for  passenger  use.  The  order  requires  OMB  to 
evaluate  agency  responses,  including  a  public  comment  period.  Can 
you  share  with  us  what  you  told  the  OMB  regarding  the  continued 
need  for  the  Department's  aircraft? 

Mr.  Seymour.  That  date  has  slipped.  We  understand  the  imple- 
menting instructions  are  going  to  give  us  45  days  from  date  of 
issue.  We  have  been  doing  the  data  gathering,  doing  analysis.  The 
Secretary  is  committed  to  reducing  that  fleet,  so  we  are  prepared 
to  take  recommendations  to  him  in  the  near  term  once  we  get  the 
definition  squared  away  from  OMB. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  do  you  think  they  are  going  to  issue  that? 

Mr.  Seymour.  I  don't  want  to  guess,  but  I  am  told  virtually  any 
day.  We  talked  to  the  senior  folks  there.  We  have  a  good  idea  what 
they  are  going  to  ask  for,  and  I  think  we  are  ahead  of  the  game  in 
terms  of  getting  data. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  such  a  collapsed  and  crazy  schedule  this 
year,  we  are  marking  up  and  doing  things  at  a  time  that  is  out  of 
sequence,  and  our  hearings  have  been  out  of  sequence.  It  has  been 
rather  taxing  on  the  information  side.  Would  you  send  us  a  copy  of 
your  response  to  OMB?  We  would  like  to  hear  your  comments,  too. 

[The  information  follows:] 

OMB  issued  Bulletin  93-11  "Fiscal  Responsibility  and  Reducing  Perquisites"  on 
April  19,  1993.  Our  report  on  Use  of  Government  Aircraft  will  be  submitted  by  June 
3,  1993,  as  required  by  the  Bulletin.  We  will  be  happy  to  provide  the  Committee 
with  a  copy  of  that  report. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Miss  Collins  I  know  was  here  when  the  Secretary  and 
I  had  an  exchange  over  aircraft  that  he  mistakenly  thought  was 
for  his  use.  I  want  to  make  sure  that  the  Secretary's  mistake  in 
that  regard  has  been  corrected  and  that  he  doesn't  continue  in  the 
mistaken  notion  that  there  are  airplanes  for  his  exclusive  use. 

Mr.  Seymour.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  his  concern,  of  course, 
is  that  he  as  a  senior  official  follow  the  President's  guidance  to  use 
the  commercial  airlines  as  a  coach  passenger.  The  data  will  look  at 
mission  use  and  hours  used  and  categories  of  transportation.  And 
once  we  have  had  a  chance  to  get  some  decisions  we  would  be 
pleased  to  share  them  with  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  Committee  is  similarly  interested  in  that,  too. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  accordance  with  0MB  Bulletin  93-11  "Fiscal  Responsibility  and  Reducing  Per- 
quisites" the  Secretary  will  use  coach  travel  unless  no  other  commercial  service  is 
reasonably  available.  The  Bulletin  directs  GSA  to  issue  guidance  for  agencies  use  in 
reporting  instances  of  first  class  travel  no  later  than  June  19,  1993.  We  will  be 
happy  to  provide  you  with  a  copy  of  any  reports  prepared  for  GSA. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  the  FAA  and  the  Coast  Guard,  your  principal 
aviation  operational  wings,  are  before  this  Committee,  we  are  going 
to  be  asking  them  some  of  those  same  questions  because  we  don't 
want  inappropriate  use  either.  This,  after  all,  is  the  Department  of 
Transportation,  and  it  does  have  a  responsibility  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  aviation  safety  and  air/sea  rescue  and  a  host  of  other 
things. 

And  so  I  think  from  a  taxpayer's  point  of  view  this  Department 
would  own  some  aircraft,  and  we  want  to  make  sure  they  are  used 
properly. 

TRANSIT  FARE  SUBSIDY 

Mr.  Carr.  The  transit  subsidies.  Your  fiscal  year  1994  budget  in- 
cludes significant  funding  to  implement  the  transit  subsidy  pro- 
gram. Last  year,  when  we  discussed  this  program,  we  were  advised 
that  the  Department  does  not  determine  whether  the  recipients  of 
this  subsidy  are  new  transit  users,  even  though  the  goal  of  the  pro- 
gram seems  to  be  to  encourage  the  increased  use  of  transit.  Of 
course,  to  the  extent  that  we  are  simply  giving  a  subsidy  to  defray 
the  costs  of  existing  transit  users,  we  are  not  increasing  the  use  of 
transit. 

Is  the  situation  pretty  much  the  same  today  or  are  you  able  to 
better  target  your  funds  to  the  prospective  transit  user? 

Ms.  Collins.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  our  focus  has  been  to 
ensure  that  people  are  not  driving  so  that  we  are  taking  parking 
passes  and  trying  to  document  that  people  are  using  transit  regu- 
larly and  that,  yes,  people  who  have  been  using  transit  are  receiv- 
ing the  fair  subsidy. 

Mr.  Seymour.  I  might  add,  we  have  had  118  parking  passes 
turned  back  in  since  the  transit  program  started;  800  people  left 
cars  to  use  transit.  We  run  an  aggressive  check  and  balance  system 
to  make  sure  employees  are  on  transit  and  not  parking  someplace. 

When  we  get  a  parking  pass  turned  in  from  an  individual  driver, 
it  doesn't  go  back  out  to  an  individual  driver.  That  parking  space 
opportunity  goes  out  to  a  car  pool. 
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Mr.  Carr.  How  do  you  ensure  that  this  subsidy  does  not  use  Fed- 
eral funds  to  compete  against  private  van  pools  and  private  com- 
muter bus  service? 

Mr.  Seymour.  The  law  provides  that  the  subsidy  is  for  transit  on 
buses  which  are — for  example,  in  D.C.,  participants  in  COG  and  for 
transit,  which  is  the  same.  We  follow  that  criteria. 

In  localities  where  the  government  has  an  agreement  and  DOT 
has  taken  the  lead  to  put  that  in  place,  that  is  where  we  have  fo- 
cused our  attention. 

We  have  had  concerns  raised  from  van  pools  about  the  fact  that 
there  are  subsidies  for  bus  riders  from  Virginia  who  are  part  of  the 
metro  system  but  not  for  van  pools.  We  are  able  to  provide  vans 
with  virtually  free  parking.  We  charge  $10  for  a  van  pool  per 
month  to  park.  It  may  not  equate  with  a  bus,  but  that  is  the  way 
we  read  the  regulation. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  thought  paid  parking  was  out  for  Federal  employees. 
President  Reagan  issued  an  executive  order  in  1983  there  would  be 
no  paid  parking. 

Mr.  Seymour.  Most  Federal  agencies  charge  some  fee  for  park- 
ing. In  our  case,  and  I  think  it  is  somewhat  typical  around  town,  it 
offeets  expenses  which  had  never  previously  been  appropriated  for 
the  lease  of  the  space.  For  example,  we  provide  additional  security 
to  keep  an  eye  on  the  cars,  provide  cleanup,  and  issue  parking 
passes  as  contractor-provided  service.  We  prorate  that  among  our 
parkers. 

Reference  your  question,  Mr.  Carr,  we  have  charged  a  relatively 
small  fee,  $21  a  month  for  single  car  drivers  as  opposed  to  $10  a 
month  for  van  pools  or  car  pools.  The  fees  will  go  up  a  dollar  a 
month  for  van  pools  and  $6  or  $8  a  month  for  individual  drivers. 

Two  or  more  is  a  car  pool.  But  if  you  don't  have  more  than  three 
drivers  we  probably  aren't  going  to  have  space  to  put  you  in. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you  very  much. 

We  have  a  number  of  questions  of  a  technical  nature  for  the 
record. 

INTERNATIONAL  AVIATION  POLICY 

Mr.  Carr.  What  changes  can  we  expect  from  the  new  adminis- 
tration in  the  area  of  international  aviation  policy? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  will  formulate,  advocate,  and  implement  those  policies  we  be- 
lieve will  best  maintain  and  develop  a  financially  strong,  vibrant,  and  competitive 
aviation  industry. 

In  international  aviation  we  intend  to  strengthen  the  U.S.  airlines'  position  and 
the  economic  attractiveness  of  our  communities  by  aggressively  seeking  free  and 
open  access  to  market  opportunities  for  U.S.  carriers  in  our  ongoing  negotiations 
with  our  aviation  partners.  Further,  we  will  defend  U.S.  carrier  rights  under 
present  bilateral  agreements  and  ensure  that  our  airlines  operate  in  a  competitive 
environment.  We  will  also  honor  our  obligations  under  existing  bilateral  agree- 
ments and  expect  trading  partners  to  do  the  same. 

MANAGEMENT  OF  AAS 

Mr.  Carr.  From  your  review  of  the  FAA's  advanced  automation 
system  program,  can  you  offer  any  suggestions  for  improving  the 
management  of  the  program  or  lessening  future  risks? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


We  support  the  steps  that  have  been  taken  to  improve  management  of  the  AAS 
program  especially  as  it  regards  providing  more  direct  high  level  management  at- 
tention on  the  program  both  at  FAA  and  IBM.  We  believe  this  will  have  a  beneficial 
impact  on  AAS  performance. 

It  is  important  that  we  establish  technical,  cost  and  schedule  baselines  for  the  re- 
maining AAS  effort  and  then  use  those  baselines  to  track  performance.  This  will 
provide  us  with  the  best  opportunity  to  spot  problems  early  and  lessen  future  risks. 
We  are  working  with  the  FAA  to  put  these  management  tools  in  place. 

BUREAU  OF  TRANSPORTATION  STATISTICS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  do  you  see  as  the  major  role  and  responsibilities 
of  the  Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics,  and  how  will  that  be  dif- 
ferent from  other  organizations  with  a  long-standing  role  in  statis- 
tical data  collection  and  analysis  such  as  the  Transportation  Sys- 
tems Center? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics  (BTS)  was  created  in  the  ISTEA  to: 

1.  COMPILE,  ANALYZE,  AND  PUBLISH  STATISTICS.  The  BTS  is  primarily  an 
analytical  organization,  assembling  and  interpreting  information  on  the  extent,  use, 
condition,  performance,  and  consequences  of  the  whole  transportation  system.  The 
Bureau's  analyses  are  built  on  existing  data  sources  whenever  possible,  and  summa- 
rized in  the  Transportation  Statistics  Annual  Report. 

2.  DEVELOP  A  LONG-TERM  DATA  COLLECTION  PROGRAM.  The  BTS  initi- 
ates data  collection  programs  when  existing  information  is  inadequate  for  the  Bu- 
reau's analyses,  the  Transportation  Statistics  Annual  Report,  or  the  Intermodal 
Transportation  Data  Base  required  by  Title  V  of  the  ISTEA.  The  BTS  does  not  cen- 
tralize or  replace  data  collection  programs  of  other  agencies.  The  BTS  supplements 
data  collection  programs  of  other  agencies  whenever  possible,  and  provides  the  lead 
only  when  the  required  collection  transcends  or  falls  between  existing  programs 
(such  as  for  the  nationwide  surveys  of  multimodal  commodity  and  passenger  flows). 

3.  DEVELOP  GUIDELINES  TO  IMPROVE  THE  CREDIBILITY  AND  EFFEC- 
TIVENESS OF  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  STATISTICS.  In  close  cooperation  with  the 
DO'T's  other  operating  administrations,  the  BTS  develops  guidelines  to  improve  sta- 
tistical quality  and  comparability.  This  function  is  supported  by  activities  such  as 
the  development  of  a  departmentwide  data  element  dictionary. 

4.  REPRESENT  TRANSPORTATION  INTERESTS  IN  THE  STATISTICAL  COM- 
MUNITY. The  BTS  represents  the  transportation  community  in  the  development  of 
statistical  policies  and  data  collection  programs  by  Federal,  State,  local,  and  inter- 
national agencies.  The  BTS  advocates  statistical  policies  and  data  collection  pro- 
grams that  support  the  information  needs  of  transportation  decisionmakers. 

5.  MAKE  STATISTICS  ACCESSIBLE  AND  UNDERSTANDABLE.  To  make  statis- 
tics accessible,  the  BTS  publishes  statistical  and  other  information  for  the  DOT  and 
other  transportation  entities  through  a  wide  variety  of  distribution  channels  in  both 
printed  and  electronic  forms.  The  BTS  also  compiles  and  disseminates  inventories  of 
all  transportation  data  resources  available  to  the  public.  To  make  statistics  under- 
standable, the  BTS  is  exploring  improved  methods  of  measurement,  information 
management,  and  visualization.  The  BTS  will  also  undertake  training  initiatives 
with  its  customers  to  improve  understandability  of  both  information  and  analji;ical 
methods. 

6.  IDENTIFY  DATA  NEEDS.  The  BTS  is  required  to  assess  needs  for  improve- 
ments in  the  coverage,  detail,  and  quality  of  transportation  statistics  as  part  of  the 
Transportation  Statistics  Annual  Report.  The  BTS  must  also  assess  customer  needs 
on  a  continuing  and  aggressive  basis  if  the  Bureau  is  to  serve  the  entire  transporta- 
tion community  effectively  and  efficiently. 

The  BTS  pays  for  approximately  $1  million  of  analytical  and  other  support  from 
the  Volpe  National  Transportation  Systems  Center.  The  BTS  also  works  extensively 
with  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  and  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory  under  interagen- 
cy agreements. 
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STATUS  OF  DRUG  TESTING  RULES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  today  of  the  Department's  imple- 
mentation of  the  Omnibus  Transportation  Employee  Testing  Act  of 
1991,  and  what  work  remains  to  be  done  over  the  coming  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rulesmakings  (NPRMs)  were  issued  December  1992  to  imple- 
ment the  requirements  of  the  Omnibus  Act.  The  Department  held  public  hearings 
on  the  NPRMs  in  three  cities  February  25-March  5,  1993.  The  comment  period 
ended  April  14,  1993.  The  Department  will  proceed  expeditiously  to  final  rules  fol- 
lowing review  and  analysis  of  the  comments. 

ALCOHOL  TESTING 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  heard  some  complaints  that  the  proposed  al- 
cohol testing  rule  is  overly  costly  and  burdensome  on  industry  be- 
cause it  ignores  the  potential  use  of  low-cost  alcohol  screening  tech- 
niques. Could  you  explain  why  you  are  not  calling  for  the  use  of 
such  devices? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  proposed  rules  issued  in  December,  1992  the  Department  proposed  the  use  of 
evidential  breath  testing  devices  (EBT)  for  alcohol  testing  mandated  by  the  Omnibus 
Transportation  Employee  Testing  Act  of  1991.  We  proposed  EBTs  because  they  pro- 
vided the  accuracy,  reliability,  forensic  sufficiency,  and  necessary  protections  for 
employees.  Because  alcohol  metabolizes  quickly  in  the  human  body,  any  initial  alco- 
hol result  must  be  confirmed  within  15-30  minutes.  We  believed,  therefore,  that 
using  the  same  methodology  for  confirmation  and  screening  would  be  cost-effective 
and  provide  reliable,  documented  results.  The  Department  will  carefully  review  the 
comments  received  on  the  proposed  rules  to  further  evaluate  the  alcohol  testing  pro- 
cedures and  methdologies. 

RANDOM  DRUG  TESTING  RATE 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  May  1992  audit,  the  Inspector  General  recom- 
mended that  you  reduce  the  random  drug  testing  rate  for  DOT  em- 
ployees to  25  percent  by  1993,  which  would  result  in  an  annual  sav- 
ings of  over  $1.5  million.  Have  you  made  that  change,  and  are  the 
savings  reflected  in  your  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  reduction  of  the  random  drug  testing  rate  went  into  effect  in  March  1992.  A 
reduction  of  approximately  34  percent  is  reflected  in  our  revised  FY  1993  estimate. 
The  savings  continues  in  the  FY  1994  budget.  The  drug  testing  program  costs  are 
shown  below: 

FY  1992,  actual— $2,845,483;  original  FY  1993,  estimate— $3,786,000;  FY  1993  re- 
vised estimate— $2,483,000;  FY  1994  estimate— $2,906,000. 

The  increase  from  FY  1993  to  FY  1994  reflects  a  full  year  of  split  specimen  test- 
ing, implementation  of  an  awareness  and  education  program,  and  inflationary  in- 
creases. 

AIRLINE  INDUSTRY  DRUG  TESTING  RATE 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  required  random  drug  testing  rate  for  the 
airline  industry,  and  how  is  that  justified  given  the  extremely  low 
rate  of  positive  results  thus  far? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  rules  governing  the  aviation  industry  require  aviation  employers  to  conduct 
random  testing  at  a  50%  rate  of  approximately  340,000  safety-sensitive  employees. 
The  random  testing  rate  and  the  number  of  employers  and  employees  covered  were 
phased  in  as  program  implementation  began.  For  example,  random  testing  in  1990 
was  conducted  at  a  25%  rate. 
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The  50%  random  rate  was  based  on  a  balancing  of  the  need  for  effective  deter- 
rence (so  that  we  could  achieve  as  low  drug  usage  as  possible)  and  reasonable  costs 
to  the  industry.  Because  there  is  no  baseline  (prior  to  the  implementation  of  random 
drug  testing)  data  available  on  drug  use  prevalence  or  incidence  in  the  aviation  in- 
dustry, it  is  difficult  to  assess  specific  drug  deterrence  achieved  after  3  years  of  test- 
ing. Aviation  drug  testing  results  show  that  less  than  one  percent  of  random  drug 
tests  were  positive  in  1990-1992.  Whether  the  results  justify  the  current  random 
testing  rate  is  an  issue  we  are  exploring  through  an  ANPRM  issued  in  December 
1992.  The  ANPRM  asked  for  comments  by  February  16,  1993  on  the  relationship 
between  random  testing  rates  and  drug  use  deterrence,  alternative  measures  for  es- 
tablishing the  random  testing  rate,  and  random  testing  methodologies  that  would 
optimize  both  drug  deterrence  and  detection. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  this  sampling  rate  under  review,  and  if  so,  when 
will  the  review  be  completed? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  December  1992  the  Department  issued  an  ANPRM  addressing  the  issues  of 
random  testing  rates  and  drug  deterrence.  We  held  a  scientific  and  technical  public 
meeting  February  1  &  2,  1993,  at  which  current  research,  program  information,  and 
workplace  testing  data  on  random  testing  were  presented.  The  comment  period  on 
the  ANPRM  ended  February  16,  1993.  We  are  currently  reviewing  and  analyzing 
the  120  comments  received. 

NEW  DOT  HEADQUARTERS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1992,  GSA  proposed  to  fund  construction 
of  a  nevf  $650  million  DOT  headquarters  building.  This  funding 
was  denied  by  the  Congress  due  to  concerns  over  the  need  for  a 
new  building  and  its  timing.  What  is  the  status  today  of  further 
planning  efforts  for  the  new  DOT  headquarters  building,  and  are 
any  funds  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget — in  either  DOT 
or  GSA — for  such  a  building? 

[The  information  follows:] 

DOT  has  been  working  with  the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  for  a 
number  of  years  to  acquire  new  consolidated  work  space  to  house  14,000  DOT  head- 
quarters staff  (approximately  12,800  Federal  Government  and  1,200  support  contrac- 
tors.) The  total  space  required  is  estimated  at  2.8  million  occupiable  square  feet  (osO. 

Headquarters  employees  currently  occupy  2.3  million  osf,  primarily  in  three  build- 
ings (about  75%  of  which  is  leased).  In  general,  the  space  is  poorly  configured,  low 
quality  and  overcrowded.  The  leases  on  two  of  the  major  buildings  (Transpoint  and 
Nassif)  expire  in  the  years  1998  and  2000,  respectively.  The  Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration building,  which  is  government-owned,  needs  major  renovation. 

In  FY  1992,  GSA  submitted  a  proposal  to  Congress  to  construct  a  new  headquar- 
ters building  behind  Union  Station.  Congress  did  not  approve  the  plan  nor  provide 
funding. 

There  are  no  funds  in  either  the  DOT  or  GSA  FY  1994  budgets  for  acquiring  new 
headquarters  facilities. 

We  are  awaiting  a  new  GSA  Administrator  and  may  have  a  proposal  for  FY  1995. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  September  1992  audit,  the  GAO  stated  that  it  was 
not  clear  whether  the  Union  Station  site  chosen  for  this  new  build- 
ing was  the  best  location.  Have  you  reviewed  the  GAO  report,  and 
if  so,  what  are  your  comments  on  their  findings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  and  the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  have  reviewed 
the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  report.  The  GAO  report  focused  on  adverse 
environmental  effects,  construction  costs  and  consideration  of  other  sites.  Both  DOT 
and  GSA  disagreed  with  GAO  on  these  issues. 

Basically,  the  Department's  position  remains  that  the  Union  Station  site  is  an  ex- 
cellent location  for  a  headquarters  building.  Construction  at  Union  Station  would 
improve  rather  than  adversely  impact  the  environmental  conditions  in  the  area  and 
the  building  unit  cost  is  comparable  to  similar  projects  which  have  been  completed 
or  are  underway.  In  addition,  although  a  major  portion  of  the  Air  Rights  site  is 
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owned  by  the  Federal  Government,  acquisition  of  a  new  site  was  considered  and  re- 
jected for  various  reasons  early  in  the  planning  process.  Some  of  the  reasons  are 
cited  in  the  report. 

GSA  RENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Once  again  this  year,  you  are  requesting  a  huge  in- 
crease to  pay  GSA  for  rent  in  GSA-owned  buildings.  Your  request 
of  $167.1  milUon  is  a  28.5  percent  increase  over  the  $130  million 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1993  and  a  49  percent  increase  over  the 
$111  million  provided  in  fiscal  year  1992.  Given  the  administra- 
tion's desire  to  control  overhead  costs,  why  should  we  accept  such 
continued  increases  in  rental  payments? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  FY  1992  the  budget  request  of  $111.9  million  for  the  department  was  in  error 
by  a  total  of  $35.7  million.  Attempts  to  correct  this  error  were  unsuccessful.  GSA 
absorbed  the  difference. 

In  FY  1993,  the  requested  amount  of  $146.7  million  was  for  space  the  Department 
occupied  plus  4.6%  growth  based  on  absolute  need  driven  in  large  part  by  factors 
outside  dot's  control  such  as  lease  expirations  and  relocations  from  non-GSA  to 
GSA  controlled  space.  The  enacted  level  of  $130  million  will  not  cover  all  space  oc- 
cupied by  the  Department  in  FY  1993  and  again,  GSA  is  expected  to  absorb  the  dif- 
ference. GAS  wrote  to  the  Department  in  January  1993,  notifying  us  that  they 
would  no  longer  process  requests  from  DOT  for  expansion  space  until  DOT  could 
demonstrate  that  the  rent  shortfall  has  been  eliminated. 

The  estimated  cost  for  space  occupied  by  DOT  in  FY  1993  (in  FY  1994  dollars)  is 
approximately  $157  million.  The  increase  we  are  requesting,  therefore,  is  actually 
about  6.5%  above  that,  for  a  total  of  $167.1  million. 

GSA  BUILDING  FUND 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  that  much  of  the  increase  is  not  needed 
to  pay  dot's  own  leases  but  to  build  up  money  in  GSA's  Federal 
Building  Fund.  It  seems  to  me  that,  since  GSA  is  billing  other  Fed- 
eral agencies  for  the  costs  of  the  building  fund,  they  may  not  have 
much  incentive  to  ensure  that  costs  are  controlled  and  only  the 
most  meritorious  buildings  are  constructed.  Do  you  have  any  visi- 
bility into  how  GSA  manages  the  building  fund? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  by  the 
Public  Buildings  Amendments  of  1972  authorizes  GSA  to  finance  its  real  property 
management  activities  through  user  charges  collected  from  agencies  occupying 
space,  set  at  commercially  comparable  rental  rates.  The  revenue  is  deposited  in  the 
Federal  Buildings  Fund  (FBF).  The  FBF  is  GSA's  principle  source  of  funding  for  the 
operation,  maintenance,  protection,  and  repair  of  GSA  owned  and  leased  buildings 
as  well  as  for  building  improvments  and  acquisition  of  space  through  lease,  pur- 
chase or  construction. 

Mr.  Carr.  Given  the  glut  of  office  space  in  many  cities  today,  is 
it  possible  that  DOT  could  get  a  better  deal  negotiating  their  own 
space  leases  rather  than  paying  exorbitant  increases  each  year  to 
GSA? 

[The  information  follows:] 

GSA  competitively  acquires  space  for  many  Federal  agencies.  It  is  doubtful  that 
the  Department  could  get  better  rates  negotiating  their  own  space  leases. 

The  average  GSA  rate  increase  for  the  Department  from  FY  1993  to  FY  1994  was 
4.1%.  We  find  this  to  be  within  reason.  Most  of  the  increase  in  our  FY  1994  request 
is  to  cover  the  shortfall  which  resulted  from  underfunding  in  previous  years  appro- 
priations, rather  than  rent  rate  increases. 

GSA  developed  the  FY  1993  rates  by  adjusting  the  FY  1992  rates  to  reflect 
changes  in  GSA  regional  operating  costs  and  in  the  local  Consumer  Price  Index 
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(CPI).  GSA's  Rent  system  is  based  on  a  five  year  cycle.  Rent  rates  for  the  first  year 
of  the  cycle  are  the  escalated  base  rates.  Rates  for  years  two  through  five  are  adjust- 
ed to  maintain  commercial  comparability.  The  first  source  of  Rent  rate  adjustments 
is  operating  costs.  This  portion  of  the  Rent  rate  adjustment  is  often  the  result  of 
higher  prices  charged  by  cleaning  and  maintenance  contractors  and  public  utility 
charges.  The  second  source  of  Rent  rate  adjustments  is  the  overall  rate  of  inflation 
in  the  locality  as  measured  by  the  CPI.  GSA  adjusts  rates  by  applying  100%  of  the 
increase  in  the  local  CPI  to  the  portion  of  the  Rent  rate,  excluding  costs  of  services. 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  a  report  by  this  Committee's  investiga- 
tive staff,  GSA  gives  the  Justice  Department  a  high  priority  for 
new  space.  A  GSA  report  in  1990  stated  that  the  number  of  Federal 
judges  and  magistrates  increased  by  50  percent  since  1977,  with  a 
resultant  increased  demand  for  courthouses  and  related  facilities. 

In  addition,  some  interviewees  expressed  the  view  that  judges  are 
not  long  on  patience  and  do  not  like  being  told  to  wait  by  executive 
branch  officials.  As  a  result,  between  fiscal  years  1984  and  1991, 
GSA  budgeted  $180  million  more  for  court  space  than  it  will  collect 
in  rent  from  the  courts.  Why  should  DOT  pay  more  than  their  fair 
share,  in  effect  subsidizing  the  judiciary's  desire  for  more  court 
space  and  GSA's  unwillingness  to  defer  or  shave  back  some  of  the 
judiciary's  requests? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  by  the 
Public  Building  Amendments  of  1972  authorizes  GSA  to  set  and  collect  user  charges 
from  agencies  occupying  space  at  commercially  comparable  rental  rates.  In  general, 
GSA  rates  appear  to  be  reasonable  and  we  do  not  feel  that  DOT  is  pajdng  more 
than  its  fair  share. 

DOT  would  have  to  defer  to  GSA  for  a  response  on  their  agreements  with  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  and  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  Courts. 

DAFIS 

Mr.  Carr.  For  several  years,  the  Department  has  been  develop- 
ing a  new  standard  accounting  system  for  all  modes  called  DAFIS. 
This  system  is  designed  to  enable  financial  control  and  analysis 
among  all  modes.  Is  the  baseline  version  of  DAFIS  fully  imple- 
mented in  all  modes  today? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  DAFIS  baseline  software  will  be  fully  implemented  when  the  Volpe  National 
Transportation  Systems  center  (VNTSC)  becomes  operational  on  June  14,  1993. 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  objectives  of  DAFIS  was  to  eliminate  the 
individual  and  sometimes  informal  accounting  systems  kept  by 
some  of  the  modes,  called  "cuff  records".  I  understand  that  some  of 
the  modes  are  still  keeping  their  own  cuff  records  even  though 
they  are  also  entering  data  into  DAFIS.  We  shouldn't  have  two  sets 
of  books  for  the  same  accounts. 

In  your  opinion,  why  should  these  cuff  records  be  maintained, 
and  should  the  Department  or  Congress  be  more  aggressive  in  re- 
quiring their  elimination? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Some  Operating  Administrations  rely  on  "cuff  systems  to  track  financial  infor- 
mation before  it  is  entered  into  DAFIS.  Most  accounting  offices  are  notified  of  pro- 
curement actions  (procurement  requests,  purchase  orders,  contracts  and  receiving 
reports)  that  affect  fund  balances  through  hard  copy  documents.  The  flow  of  paper 
is  time  consuming  and  there  is  no  visibility  to  managers  while  documents  are  in 
this  "pipeline"  before  entry  into  DAFIS.  Since  "pipeline"  transactions  eventually 
affect  fund  balances,  managers  keep  informal  tracking  records. 
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More  aggressive  actions  to  eliminate  "cuff'  records  may  be  premature.  Until  pro- 
curement processes  are  integrated  with  DAFIS  and  procurement  actions  are  auto- 
matically entered  into  the  accounting  system,  "cuff  accounting  will  continue.  In- 
stead, we  believe  the  development  of  our  Transportation  Integrated  Acquisition 
Data  System  (TRIADS)  represents  the  best  solution  to  reducing  reliance  of  "cuff 
accounting  records.  Through  a  TRIADS/DAFIS  interface,  we  can  significantly  short- 
en the  pipeline  by  capturing  accounting  data  when  procurement  requests  (commit- 
ments) and  documents  (obligations)  are  generated.  This  will  reflect  more  timely,  ac- 
curate information  on  the  status  of  funds  in  DAFIS  and  reduce  the  need  to  main- 
tain "cuff  systems. 

TRIADS  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  your  response  to  a  recent  GAO  report  on  this  sub- 
ject, you  said  that  such  systems  were  needed  until  cost  accounting 
data  could  be  entered  directly  into  DAFIS,  which  would  be  accom- 
plished under  a  new  program  called  the  Transportation  Integrated 
Acquisition  Data  System,  TRIADS.  What  is  the  schedule  for 
TRIADS  development,  and  how  much  will  it  cost? 

[The  information  follows:] 

GAO  findings  highlighted  issues  which  result  from  a  fragmented,  nonstandard  fi- 
nancial systems  environment.  Until  systems  like  TRIADS  can  be  developed  and  ad- 
ministrative/financial processes  are  integrated  as  proposed  under  our  Integrated  Fi- 
nancial Management  System  (IFMS)  strategy,  the  Department  will  continue  to  oper- 
ate local  management/tracking  systems  and  experience  delays  in  entering  data  into 
DAFIS. 

DOT  is  not  currently  developing  TRIADS  because  of  funding  constraints. 

The  current  cost  to  develop  TRIADS  is  not  known.  The  Department  completed 
project  initiation  studies  (Risk  Analysis,  Feasibility  Study,  and  Benefit-Cost  Analy- 
sis) in  January  1990  that  concluded  a  departmental  procurement  management 
system  would  cost  $23  million  if  begun  in  FY  1990.  However,  these  studies  are  now 
dated.  To  derive  meaningful  FY  1994  cost  figures,  these  studies  would  have  to  be 
updated  to  reflect  such  items  as  inflation,  changes  in  requirement  sand  the  effect  of 
new  technology. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  any  funds  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget 
for  TRIADS  development? 
[The  information  follows:] 

No  funds  were  requested  in  the  FY  1994  budget  for  TRIADS  development.  We 
chose  only  to  request  development  funding  for  the  Integrated  Personnel/Payroll 
System  (IPPS)  because  of  the  identified  vulnerability  to  the  Department  presented 
by  the  condition  of  our  current  personnel  and  payroll  systems  and  the  significant 
investment  already  made  in  IPPS  development. 

DAFIS  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  You  advised  that  GAO  said  that  "the  Department 
agrees  with  GAO  that  further  progress  is  essential  in  areas  such  as 
.  .  .  integrating  or  eliminating  redundant  systems  and  improving 
the  availability  and  usefulness  of  financial  information."  Yet  your 
budget  justifications  indicate  that  DAFIS  development  ends  in 
fiscal  year  1993.  Could  you  explain  this  apparent  inconsistency? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Implementation  of  a  core  accounting  system  within  DOT  will  be  completed  when 
the  Volpe  National  Transportation  Systems  Center  (VNTSC)  begins  operating 
DAFIS  on  June  14,  1993.  We  will  then  begin  an  aggressive  maintenance  phase  of 
DAFIS  to  address  growing  user  demands,  broader  financial  management  needs  and 
enhancements  to  take  advantage  of  rapidly  changing  technology.  A  FY  1994  funding 
request  of  $9.7  million  is  included  in  the  Working  Capital  Fund  to  ensure  the  con- 
tinuing evolution  of  DAFIS.  This  funding  will  support  the  daily  operation  of  DAFIS 
for  the  2200  on-line  users;  implementation  of  mandated  policy  changes;  improved 
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automated  tools  for  financial  and  program  managers;  and  Improved  system  quality 
assurance  and  configuration  control. 

DAFIS  has  provided  the  foundation  on  which  to  build  an  integrated  financial  sys- 
tems environment.  The  Department  agreed  with  GAO  that  further  progress  toward 
that  end  was  essential,  albeit  outside  of  DAFIS.  Through  the  Integrated  Financial 
Management  System  (IFMS)  strategy,  the  Department  plans  to  address  its  broader 
financial  management  system  needs. 

Mr.  Carr.  Users  of  financial  information  told  the  GAO  that  they 
needed  historical  information  showing  prior  year  spending  to  meet 
their  project  management  responsibilities  and  that  DAFIS  reports 
are  limited  and  not  understandable  to  managers.  They  typically 
are  based  on  accounting  codes,  not  English  language  headings.  Are 
you  planning  any  activities  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  make  DAFIS 
more  useful,  and  if  not,  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Historical  information  is  available  to  users.  Due  to  cost  and  system  performance 
considerations,  DAFIS  maintains  history  data  for  a  specified  time  F>eriod  after  docu- 
ments have  been  closed  out.  To  support  the  various  long  term  data  retention  re- 
quirements (some  in  excess  of  10  years),  DAFIS  provides  automated  downloads  of 
historical  data  to  its  users  for  local  storage,  analysis,  and  reporting.  Through  this 
process,  DAFIS  can  satisfy  many  different  requirements;  provide  flexibility  to  its 
users;  and  reduce  overall  operational  costs.  This  approach  is  generally  supported  by 
our  user  community  and  we  have  no  plans  to  modify  this  cost-effective  method  of 
providing  detailed  information. 

"English  language"  report  headings  and  improved  ad  hoc  access  to  DAFIS  data 
are  upcoming  projects  for  the  maintenance/enhancement  phase  of  DAFIS  which 
will  begin  in  FY  1994.  The  Department  is  now  establishing  a  formal  structure  for 
DAFIS  users  to  identify  and  prioritize  such  enhancements  under  this  phase.  Users 
will  weigh  the  relative  priority  of  "English  language"  and  ad  hoc  enhancements 
against  other  needs  using  this  structure  and  direct  their  implementation  according- 

ly. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  looks  like  we  will  still  have  the  modes  maintaining 
their  own  financial  management  systems  even  though  we  have 
spent  a  lot  of  money  developing  DAFIS,  which  also  has  much  of 
that  data.  If  DAFIS  has  so  much  important  information  for  manag- 
ers, isn't  it  a  major  shortcoming  not  to  present  the  information  in 
a  format  useful  to  them? 

[The  information  follows:] 

DAFIS  provides  the  Department  with  a  single,  standard  accounting  system  which 
performs  all  required  core  accounting  functions.  DAFIS  was  intended  to  function  in 
concert  with  complementary  subsidiary  systems  to  accommodate  non-core  account- 
ing needs  as  provided  for  in  0MB  Circular  A- 127.  These  multi-use  local  systems 
complement  DAFIS  and  satisfy  a  range  of  diverse  management  needs  never  intend- 
ed for  inclusion  in  DAFIS.  The  Department's  broader  financial  management  infor- 
mation needs  will  be  satisfied  only  after  many  of  these  subsidiary  systems  are  effec- 
tively linked  through  an  integrated  financial  systems  architecture.  This  must  be  ac- 
complished through  a  strategic  initiative  such  as  the  Integrated  Financial  Manage- 
ment System  (IFMS)  strategy  that  will  evaluate  corporate  information  needs  and  de- 
velop the  integrated  systems  environment  necessary  to  satisfy  these  needs.  The  ben- 
efits of  an  integrated  environment  are  significant.  They  include  more  complete,  con- 
sistent, and  useful  information  to  support  business  needs;  expanded  and  easier 
access  to  information  across  the  department;  fewer  systems;  and  lower  system  devel- 
opment, maintenance,  and  operating  costs. 

MANAGEMENT  OF  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  new  administration  is  placing  a  heightened  em- 
phasis on  transportation  research  and  development,  in  areas  such 
as  IVHS  and  high-speed  rail.  Some  of  these  activities  offer  benefits 
for  more  than  one  mode  of  transportation  such  as  IVHS,  GPS,  and 
these  benefits  might  not  be  properly  assessed — and  programs  prop- 
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erly  funded — if  left  to  the  individual  modes.  Are  you  planning  any 
new  initiatives  to  provide  greater  departmental  oversight  and  con- 
trol of  modal  R&D  projects? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Administration  issued  its  technology  initiative  and  plans  for  redirecting  the 
federal  role  in  research  February  22,  1993.  Accelerating  the  development  of  new 
technologies  will  spur  economic  growth,  improve  the  efficiency  of  government  oper- 
ations, and  make  us  world  leaders  in  science  and  math. 

The  Secretary  believes  DOT  has  a  major  role  to  play  in  developing  new  technol- 
ogies and  forging  new  partnerships  with  industry  and  universities.  The  Secretary 
will  be  personally  involved  as  the  Department  identifies  appropriate  R&D  strategies 
emd  priorities.  The  Secretary  has  already  met  once  with  the  R&D  managers  of  the 
operating  administrations  to  begin  examination  of  all  ongoing  R&D,  and  expects  to 
provide  guidance  in  the  development  of  the  R&D  agenda  and  to  assure  that  there 
are  mechemisms  for  measuring  payoffs  of  research  efforts.  There  will  be  increased 
emphasis  on  improving  the  discipline  between  R&D  planning  and  execution. 

dot's  R&D  Coordinating  Council  is  a  means  to  accomplish  this  management.  The 
Council  consists  of  the  Associate  Administrators  for  R&D  of  each  operating  adminis- 
tration. As  part  of  the  DOT  budget  review  process,  the  Council  has  reviewed  all  pro- 
posed projects  to  identify  duplication  or  gaps  in  research  efforts.  The  Council's  nine 
working  groups  promote  joint  planning  on  key  technologies,  such  as  IVHS,  radio- 
navigation,  and  data  systems  with  multimodal  applications. 

DOT  is  working  on  its  first  Surface  Transportation  R&D  Plan,  as  required  by 
ISTEA.  The  plan  will  provide  an  integrated,  cross-modal  perspective  on  transporta- 
tion technologies  needed  in  the  next  ten  years. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  thought  of  instituting  for  R&D  projects  a 
review  process  similar  to  what  you  have  for  acquisition  projects 
that  is,  TSARC? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  TSARC  process  does  cover  R&D  projects  over  $50  million.  The  problem  is  that 
R&D  projects  often  start  small  and  substemtial  work  has  been  done  before  it  is  real- 
ized that  the  program  will  reach  the  $50  million  threshold.  Also,  R&D  projects  are 
so  dynamic  that  results  often  outpace  the  formal  structure  of  the  acquisition  proc- 
ess. Acknowledging  those  facts,  we  try  to  adapt  the  TSARC  process  so  it  provides 
some  management  control  and  discipline  over  the  R&D  projects  without  becoming  a 
burden  that  stands  in  the  way  of  innovation. 

Several  FAA  R&D  projects  are  currently  under  TSARC  oversight  such  as  the  Ter- 
minal Area  Surveillance  System  (TASS),  the  Airport  Surface  Traffic  Automation 
(ASTA)  program,  and  the  Terminal  Area  Traffic  Control  Automation  (TATCA). 

We  are  continually  evaluating  our  major  acquisition  process  to  ensure  that  ade- 
quate oversight  is  provided  for  the  Department's  programs.  We  will  monitor  the 
ability  of  the  current  TSARC  process  to  oversee  R&D  acquisitions  and  will  make 
£my  adjustments  that  are  appropriate. 

NATIONAL  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW 

Mr.  Carr.  What  DOT  employees  have  been  formally  designated 
to  provide  input  to  the  National  Performance  Review,  and  how 
were  they  selected? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Melissa  Allen,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration,  will  serve  as  DOT's 
primary  contact  for  the  White  House  and  the  departmental  National  Performance 
Review  (NPR)  task  force. 

Bob  Knisely,  Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics,  will 
serve  at  the  White  House  as  deputy  project  director  for  NPR.  Based  on  recommen- 
dations from  their  own  organizations  regarding  the  knowledge  and  skills  they  can 
bring  to  NPR,  DOT  has  referred  the  following  individuals  for  work  on  the  White 
House  directed  effort:  Carl  Burrus,  Dodie  Herbert,  and  Toni  Stack  of  the  FAA;  Tom 
Howard  of  FHWA;  Captain  Dennis  Egan  of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard;  Jennifer  Libby  of 
FTA;  and  David  Worzala  and  Roy  Spillenkothen  of  OST. 

We  are  still  finalizing  selections  for  the  parallel  reinvention  teams  that  will  be 
working  inside  the  Department. 
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Mr.  Carr.  This  project  is  supposed  to  identify  specific  spending 
cuts  in  Federal  programs  and  services  that  don't  work  any  more 
and  find  ways  to  eliminate  unnecessary  layers  of  government  man- 
agement, which  would  also  translate  into  cost  savings.  Will  you 
have  results  in  time  to  affect  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations 
process,  and  will  you  transmit  your  findings  to  us  in  a  timely  fash- 
ion so  that  we  might  utilize  those  findings  immediately? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Administration  is  just  beginning  the  National  Performance  Review,  and  the 
first  results  are  not  due  until  early  September.  Realistically,  we  do  not  expect  the 
results  of  the  Review  to  provide  input  in  time  for  the  fiscal  year  (FY)  1994  appro- 
priations process.  We  do  intend  to  use  the  results  in  fashioning  the  FY  1995  budget, 
and  we  expect  to  be  able  to  apply  results  from  the  Review  in  our  operations  during 
FY  1994,  so  that  we  can  operate  as  efficiently  and  effectively  as  possible. 

OST  REORGANIZATION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  requests  fiscal  year  1993 
supplemental  appropriations  language  reorganizing  the  Depart- 
ment's current  offices  of  policy  and  public  affairs.  Why  are  these 
changes  necessary,  and  why  can't  they  wait  until  consideration  of 
the  fiscal  year  1994  budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Reorganization  of  the  Policy  Office  was  sm  idea  many  people  talked  to  the  Secre- 
tary afaHSut  during  the  transition.  Under  our  proposal  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Policy  and  International  Affairs  will  be  split  into  two  separate  organizations;  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Domestic  Transportation  Policy  and  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Aviation  and  International  Affairs. 

Each  of  the  new  Assistant  Secretaries,  as  their  titles  imply,  will  focus  on  and  em- 
phasize specific  aspects  of  transportation.  The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Aviation  and 
International  Affairs  will  of  course  focus  on  fitness  determinations,  carrier  selec- 
tions, bilateral  negotiations,  essential  air  service  and  international  transportation 
and  trade.  The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Domestic  Transportation  Policy  will  focus  on 
the  economic,  environmental  and  safety  impacts  of  current  transportation  policies 
and  future  proposals. 

The  Secretary  believes  that  this  will  allow  both  areas  to  receive  the  Departmental 
perspective  and  attention  that  each  deserves.  While  in  the  past  aviation  has  domi- 
nated, this  reorganization  will  allow  more  attention  to  surface  transportation  issues, 
R&D,  IVHS  and  ISTEA  implementation.  Implementing  the  reorganization  in  FY 
1993  will  help  the  Secretary  to  have  his  team  in  place  and  to  provide  policy  support. 

Mr,  Carr.  Have  you  put  any  internal  changes  into  place  today — 
for  example,  detailing  staff  or  assigning  new  responsibilities—de- 
spite the  lack  of  legislative  authority  at  the  present  time? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  not  made  any  operating  changes  or  internal  reassignments.  We  have 
begun  drafting  the  necessary  changes  to  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  as  well  as 
to  the  departmental  organizational  manual  in  anticipation  of  appropriations  lan- 
gu£ige  to  support  the  reorganization. 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  domestic  aviation  issues  be  handled  by  the  Office 
of  Aviation  and  International  Affairs  or  by  the  Office  of  Domestic 
Transportation  Policy? 

[The  information  follows:] 

All  Aviation  economic  activities — including  those  pertaining  to  route  rights,  oper- 
ating authorities,  essential  air  service,  bilateral  agreements,  and  related  matters — 
will  be  handled  by  the  Office  of  Aviation  and  International  Affairs.  The  Office  of 
Domestic  Transportation  Policy  will  be  responsible  for  oversight  of  airport  grant 
programs,  air  safety  regulations,  aviation  airspace  modernization  effort.  The  two  of- 
fices will  need  to  coordinate  closely  because  of  the  frequent  intersection  of  interests 
and  interrelationships  between  these  broad  activity  areas. 
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Mr.  Carr.  As  part  of  this  reorganization,  did  you  consider  elimi- 
nating the  Office  of  Public  Affairs  and  placing  it  under  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Governmental  Affairs?  Wouldn't  this  provide 
stronger  executive  control  over  the  public  affairs  office? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  decision  was  made  to  maintain  a  separate  Office  of  Public  Affairs,  headed  by  a 
Director  of  Public  Affairs  who  would  report  directly  to  the  Secretary.  Although 
there  was  some  initial  thought  to  combining  Public  Affairs  and  Governmental  Af- 
fairs, the  decision  was  to  leave  them  as  separate  offices  so  that  they  could  focus  on 
their  respective  constituencies. 

INTEGRATED  PERSONNEL  AND  PAYROLL  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $6,417,000  for  development  of  the 
integrated  personnel  and  payroll  system.  What  specific  problems 
will  this  system  resolve? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Both  of  the  Department's  current  personnel  and  payroll  systems  are  outdated,  de- 
teriorating and  were  reported  as  materially  deficient  in  our  1989  and  1990  Federal 
Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act  Reports  to  the  President  and  Congress.  Our  In- 
spector General  also  reported  on  potential  vulnerabilities  in  these  systems.  In  addi- 
tion, the  Department  identified  overall  maintainability  as  a  major  concern  for  both 
systems. 

The  development  of  IPPS  will  correct  problems  relating  to  old  and  inefficient  soft- 
ware which  is  cumbersome  and  difficult  to  change;  the  lack  of  accessible  mansige- 
ment  information;  data  inconsistency  between  the  payroll  and  personnel  systems; 
duplication  of  data  input  to  both  systems;  increasingly  higher  operational  costs;  and 
a  lack  of  an  integrated  labor  cost  distribution  process. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  Department  conducted  a  benefit-cost  study  of 
this  investment,  and  if  so,  what  was  the  benefit-cost  ratio  of  the  se- 
lected approach? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Since  correcting  material  deficiencies  was  the  impetus  for  IPPS,  with  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget's  concurrence,  the  Department  concentrated  on  developing 
life  cycle  costs  and  not  quantifjang  benefits  for  the  new  system.  Therefore,  specific 
benefit-cost  ratios  were  not  developed  for  IPPS. 

Benefits  will,  however,  be  quantified  during  the  design  phase  of  IPPS  develo|>- 
ment  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  October  1994.  At  that  time  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio 
will  be  calculated. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  types  of  measurable  benefits  will  result  from 
this  system?  For  example,  will  DOT  make  less  overpayments  to 
personnel  or  less  incorrect  payments — thereby  reducing  the  need 
for  second  payments? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Although  correcting  a  material  deficiency  is  the  impetus  for  IPPS,  several  bene- 
fits will  be  achieved.  Specifically,  IPPS  will  reduce  the  Department's  vulnerability 
to  waste,  fraud  or  abuse;  eliminate  11  non-standard  systems;  improve  system  main- 
tainability; provide  timely  access  to  improved  personnel  and  financial  management 
information;  improve  personnel  and  payroll  staff  productivity  by  automating 
manual  functions;  and  strengthen  internal  controls.  Measurable  benefits  will  be 
quantified  during  the  Design  Phase  of  IPPS  development  scheduled  to  be  completed 
in  October  1994. 

In  the  past,  "Special  Pay  Categories"  have  represented  the  highest  risk  for  incor- 
rect payments.  Because  IPPS  will  specifically  address  existing  vulnerabilities  and 
improve  internal  controls,  we  expect  incidences  of  overpayments  or  incorrect  pay- 
ments to  be  significantly  reduced  or  eliminated. 


567 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  your  office  advised  the  Committee  that  total 
development  costs  for  this  system  would  be  $17.1  million.  Has  this 
estimate  changed  over  the  past  year,  and  if  so,  why? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Development  of  cost  estimates  for  system  projects  is  an  evolutionary  process. 
Throughout  the  development  life-cycle  we  evaluate  progress  and  assess  costs  as 
more  specific  data  are  available.  For  IPPS  this  process  began  in  FY  1992  with 
project  initiation  studies  that  identified  development  alternatives  and  estimated 
costs  based  on  a  set  of  high-level,  generic  system  requirements.  These  studies  pro- 
jected IPPS  to  be  a  four  year  effort  costing  $17.1  million. 

We  are  now  conducting  detailed  requirements  analysis  and  system  design  tasks 
from  which  we  will  refine  our  cost  estimates  for  actual  software  development  and 
implementation.  These  figures  will  be  available  this  summer.  We  do  expect  original 
cost  estimates  to  rise.  We  already  know  that  reduced  funding  in  FY  1993  ($6.2  mil- 
lion requested,  $3.7  million  funded)  will  lengthen  our  development  timeline  and 
result  in  some  increases  in  funding  requirements. 

COMMERCIAL  SPACE  TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  largest  personnel  increases  requested  in 
your  fiscal  year  1994  budget  is  for  the  Office  of  Commercial  Space 
Transportation.  While  most  offices  are  reducing  positions,  OCST 
would  receive  three  additional  positions  on  a  base  of  24.  Why  are 
these  additional  personnel  needed,  particularly  when  other  impor- 
tant offices  are  losing  positions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Office  of  Commercial  Space  Transportation  must  handle  the  demands  im- 
posed by  an  industry  struggling  to  grow.  The  Office  devotes  the  largest  portion  of  its 
resources  to  ensure  public  safety  through  its  licensing  program.  With  commercial 
operators  bringing  different  operational  practices  and  new  technologies  to  the  space 
launch  industry,  the  Department  must  devote  necessary  resources  to  those  projects 
to  assure  there  is  no  lapse  in  safety.  For  example,  both  Pegasus  and  COMET  are 
high  tech  programs  that  represent  cutting  edge  technologies,  where  thorough  tech- 
nical analyses  must  be  performed,  not  only  by  the  designers  of  the  vehicles,  but  also 
by  personnel  in  the  licensing  function  who  must  review  analyses  submitted  by  in- 
dustry to  assure  their  validity  and  be  able  to  determine  with  confidence  that  safety 
systems  will  work  as  planned. 

For  the  U.S.  industry  to  compete  effectively  in  the  international  market,  it  must 
be  able  to  pursue  new  concepts  and  introduce  new  technologies  in  a  timely  manner. 
The  Department  must  assure  that  the  licensing  of  these  activities  does  not  encum- 
ber progress  toward  more  competitive  launch  systems  and  at  the  same  time  main- 
tain the  high  levels  of  public  safety  expected  in  the  space  launch  industry. 

Despite  the  increase  in  its  workload,  the  Office  of  Commercial  Space  Transporta- 
tion has  had  the  same  personnel  level  since  1991  and  little  growth  in  contract  re- 
sources. 

TABLE  OF  LICENSING  WORKLOAD 

1990  1993 

Technical  Staff  Applications' 7  8 

Traditional  (simple) 10  3 

Intermediate 0  1 

Complex 0  4 

MPL  Determinations 5  6 

EIS/EA's 0  2 

Investigations 0  1 

'  License  applications  require  various  levels  of  effort  to  complete.  Traditional  applications  require  on  average  approximately  4  person-months  to 
complete,  the  intermediate  application  requires  approximately  6  person-months  ana  the  complex  application  requires  on  average  approximately  18 
person-months  to  complete  although  some  can  demand  even  more 
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Mr.  Carr.  As  you  know,  this  Committee  has  been  concerned  for 
years  that  the  space  office  has  not  been  effectively  measuring  or 
estimating  its  work  load.  Although  the  space  office  has  insisted 
that  they  are  overworked,  a  recent  management  study  of  this  office 
conducted  by  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration  con- 
cluded the  following: 

"The  panel  believes  the  key  issue  is  how  much  the  number  of 
launches  and  other  external  demands  will  affect  work  load  and 
how  these  demands  relate  to  fulfilling  DOT's  statutory  charter.  .  . 
At  this  point,  the  panel  has  not  been  provided  evidence  that  OCST 
has  a  good  method  for  determining  this.  .  .  The  panel  does  not  find 
OCST  to  be  either  overstaffed  or  understaffed.  .  .  Any  further  staff 
growth  should  be  dependent  on  OCST's  ability  to  demonstrate  a 
clear  need." 

Before  we  provide  additional  staffing,  shouldn't  we  make  sure 
that  they  develop  adequate  systems  for  predicting  the  work  load  of 
the  staff  they  already  have? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Office  has  been  using  management  planning  techniques  and  developing 
standard  project  workload  projections  to  assess  staffing  requirements.  In  addition, 
the  Office  is  in  a  better  position  to  undertake  a  study  of  its  workload  and  its  job 
elements  now  that  license  applications  are  under  review  that  are  representative  of 
the  complexity  that  is  anticipated  in  future  applications.  Workload  demands  require 
current  staff  to  regularly  remain  after  hours  to  complete  crucial  assignments.  Nev- 
ertheless, the  backlog  of  work  continues  to  grow.  The  Department  cannot  afford  to 
wait,  however,  until  such  a  study  is  completed  before  asking  for  more  resources. 

It  is  clear  that  the  licensing  workload  has  grown  substantially  over  the  last  two 
years,  both  in  volume  and  complexity,  yet  staffing  is  the  same  as  it  was  in  FY  1991. 
Major  activities  include  assessments  of  license  applications,  determinations  of  maxi- 
mum probable  loss,  inspections,  resolving  environmental  issues,  planning,  budget- 
ing, and  contract  management.  Commercial  launch  activities  are  increasing  in  com- 
plexity and  the  resources  and  time  required  to  assess  the  applications  have  in- 
creased many  fold.  Because  of  the  demands  on  staff,  even  the  applications  for  the 
most  traditional  launch  operations  are  requiring  the  full  180  days  to  process  and 
determinations  of  maximum  probable  loss  are  requiring  well  over  6  months  to  per- 
form. 

For  example  in  comparing  the  FY  1991  workload  to  that  of  FY  1993: 

The  number  of  License  applications  in  1993  increased  by  30  percent  over  those  in 
1991  and  when  factoring  in  the  additional  increase  in  complexity,  the  effective  in- 
crease is  several  hundred  percent. 

The  number  of  maximum  probable  loss  determinations  in  support  of  financial  re- 
sponsibility requirements  increased  by  30  percent  as  well  as  in  complexity. 

The  Hawaii  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  entered  its  most  demanding 
stage  as  a  large  volume  of  studies  are  being  completed  which  must  be  assessed. 

In  1993  the  first  investigation  was  conducted  into  probable  commercial  launch  vio- 
lations. 

Currently  eight  technical  staff  support  these  activities  in  addition  to  performing 
safety  studies,  planning  and  other  management  activities  associated  with  the  Of- 
fice's contractor  support  team.  On  average  each  of  these  staff  are  currently  respon- 
sible for  over  seven  major  projects  and  each  individual  has  at  least  one  task  the 
complexity  of  which  should  require  three  staff  members'  full  time  support.  For  ex- 
ample, the  Orbital  Sciences  Corporation  application  for  an  operators  license  current- 
ly has  less  than  one  full  time  person  working  on  the  assessment  of  the  application. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  study  also  noted  that  "before  making  a  decision  to 
ask  for  additional  staff,  OCST  should  make  a  concerted  effort  to 
tap  other  agencies  for  expertise  or  assistance."  Can  you  describe 
what  activities  were  undertaken  in  this  regard? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Office  of  Commercial  Space  Transportation  currently  makes  maximum  use  of 
the  expertise  of  other  agencies.  The  Office  shares  portions  of  license  applications 
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with  NASA,  the  Air  Force,  the  Department  of  State,  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
and  the  Federal  Ckjmmunications  Commission.  It  considers  the  assessments  provided 
by  these  other  agencies.  The  Office  also  depends  on  the  established  safety  mecha- 
nisms that  the  Air  Force  and  other  agencies  have  in  place  to  ensure  public  safety 
prior  to  and  during  the  launch  of  commercial  launch  vehicles.  The  Office  takes  full 
advantage  of  research  and  other  information  from  other  agencies.  It  has  an  agree- 
ment with  the  U.S.  Space  Command  to  exchange  information  pertaining  to  launch, 
orbital,  and  reentry  events,  and  cooperates  with  NASA  and  the  Air  Force  on  re- 
search concerning  orbital  debris. 

The  Office  has  considered  various  options  for  obtaining  additional  technical  exper- 
tise including  the  use  of  contractors  and  detailees.  The  use  of  contractors  has  been 
vital  for  providing  technical  expertise  in  a  wide  variety  of  technical  areas.  However, 
there  are  certain  regulatory  and  policy  activities  that  are  appropriate  only  for  gov- 
ernment personnel  to  perform,  such  as  formulation  of  regulations,  license  determi- 
nations, enforcement  actions,  and  formulation  of  U.S.  positions  in  international 
trade  negotiations.  The  point  has  been  reached  where  additional  staff  are  required. 

The  use  of  detailees  has  not  proved  to  be  a  satisfactory  long-term  solution  to  the 
requirement  for  staff  resources.  A  recent  management  study  conducted  by  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Public  Administration  noted  that  "there  may  be  certain  activities 
that  could  be  accomplished  by  using  detailees".  The  study  noted  that  "the  use  of 
reimbursable  detailees  does  not  reduce  overall  government  staffing  costs,  nor  should 
it  be  a  substitute  for  building  staff  capacity."  It  went  on  to  provide  criteria  for  the 
use  of  detailees  and  found  no  "present  need  for  a  detailee  to  perform  a  specific  func- 
tion in  OCST."  The  Department  agrees  with  the  study's  recommendation  that 
"OCST  should  use  detailees  under  appropriate  circumstances  for  limited  time  peri- 
ods." However,  the  Department  reiterates  the  study's  conclusion  that  detailees  are 
no  substitute  for  strong  permanent  staff. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  study  highlighted  the  perception  that  this  office 
has  a  lack  of  technical  expertise  and  said  that  this  perception  "is  a 
hurdle  the  office  needs  to  overcome."  The  study  pointed  out  that 
four  of  the  five  office  directors  had  no  technical  background  in 
commercial  space  activities  and  that  three  of  the  four  top  people 
then  in  the  office — including  the  director — had  no  such  experience. 
How  can  the  Department  better  ensure  that  top  officials  of  this 
office  have  a  technical  background  in  their  area  of  responsibility? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Some  past  directors  did  not  have  extensive  experience  related  to  space  transporta- 
tion when  they  took  office.  Other  top  management  personnel  in  the  Office  have  per- 
tinent background  and  experience  in  the  regulatory,  policy,  and  promotional  aspects 
related  to  the  Office's  mission.  Most  of  the  remaining  non-clerical  staff  members 
have  extensive  educational  background  and  experience  in  technical  disciplines.  The 
present  management  and  professional  staff  of  19  holds  32  degrees,  of  which  22  are 
quantitative  disciplines  or  economics,  including  seven  aeronautical  engineering  and 
seven  physics  degrees.  The  Office  also  complements  its  own  staff  with  the  resources 
of  contractors  to  address  specialized  technical  issues  for  which  it  would  be  impracti- 
cal to  maintain  permanent  staff. 

In  keeping  with  the  emphasis  on  Total  Quality  Management,  the  Office  completed 
a  survey  in  early  1993  with  its  customers  concerning  the  quality  of  services  provid- 
ed. The  findings  are  summarized  as  follows:  "Throughout  the  industry,  OSCT  staff 
are  viewed  as  technically  qualified  to  fulfill  the  Office's  mission.  Although  OCST's 
technical  expertise  was  not  considered  strong  several  years  ago,  none  of  the  people 
interviewed  felt  that  OCST  currently  lacks  necessary  technical  competence." 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  Department  considered  making  the  office  di- 
rector a  career  position  in  order  to  promote  continuity  and  attract 
the  technical  background  believed  necessary? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  has  not  yet  made  a  decision  concerning  the  director  for  the 
Office  of  Commercial  Space  Transportation.  Although  a  director  with  extensive 
technical  expertise  would  be  a  valuable  asset,  so  too  it  is  important  to  consider  the 
need  for  management,  policy,  and  promotional  skills.  Over  the  past  four  years,  the 
Office  has  added  staff  with  extensive  educational  background  and  experience  in 
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technical  disciplines  including  aerospace  engineering,   mathematics,  and  physics. 
The  Office  also  complements  its  staff  expertise  with  that  provided  by  contractors. 

TRAVEL  EXPENSES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  travel  cost  data  shown  on  page  1007 
of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1990 
through  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES— TRAVEL  AND  TRANSPORTATION  OF  PERSONS 

[In  thousands  of  dollan] 

Fiscal  year- 


General  Counsel 

Micy-EAS 

Policy— Other 

PoCicy— Domestic , 

Policy— Aviation/International 

Budget  and  Programs , 

Governmental  Affairs 

Administratior — Core 

Admin.— Systems 

Public  Affairs 

Secretarial  Offices 

Immediate  Office  of  ttw  Secretary 

Deputy  Secretary 

Total 596  660  652  569 


1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

actual 

actual 

actual 

estimate 

estimate 

67 

75 

57 

60 

60 

12 

17 
107 

19    . 
97    . 

132 

24 
91 
25 

24 

85 

6 

6 

13 

25 

22 

23 

18 

10 

18 

56 

73 

77 

75 

90 

50 
18 

79 
20 

27 
13 

27 

13 

13 

288 

291 

272 

244 

244 

(134) 

(152) 

(112) 

(135) 

(135) 

(36) 

(15) 

(18) 

(40) 

(40) 

586 


OVERSEAS  TRAVEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  table  on  overseas  travel  as 
shown  on  pages  1007-1020  of  last  year's  hearing  record  beginning 
from  the  end  date  of  last  year's  submission  and  bringing  it  up  to 
date.  Please  separately  list  trips  of  each  secretarial  office  in  the 
manner  shown  last  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OFHCE  OF  GENERAL  COUNSEL 
4/11/92  to  present 

Destination 

PuTX??e 

Duration 
Days 

Cost 

No.  of 
Persons 

Milan&Rome,  Italy 
5/9-15 

Participate  as  a  n\ennber  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiation 

6 

$2,486 

1 

Paris,  France 
4/12-16 

Participate  as  a  men\ber  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiation 

5 

$1,420 

1 

London,  England 
4/28  -  30 

Participate  as  a  member  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

3 

$2,238 

1 

Toronto,  Canada 
5/13-14 

Participate  as  a  member  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  NAFTA 
Negotiations 

3 

$1,253 

1 

Bonn,  Germany 
6/7-12 

Participate  as  a  member  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

5 

$1,548 

1 

London,  England 
7/18-23 

Participate  as  a  member  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

6 

$2,008 

1 

Paris,  France 
8/1-5 

Participate  as  a  member  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

4 

$1,526 

1 

Ottawa,  Canada 
8/31-9/3 

Participate  as  a  member  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

5 

$1,180 

1 

Beijing,  China 
9/16-24 

Participate  as  a  member  of 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Maritime 

9 

$3,907 

1 

Negotiations 
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London,  England 
10/19-23 


London,  England 
11/2-6 


London,  Ontario, 
Canada 
11/16-20 

London,  England 
12/31-1/10 


Participate  as  a  member  of     6 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

Participate  as  a  member  of     3 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

Participate  as  a  member  of     4 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

Participate  as  a  member  of     7 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 


$1,953 


$1,864 


$932 


$1,704 


London,  England 
2/28-3/6 


Merida,  Mexico 
2/23  -  25 


Participate  as  a  member  of      7 
U.S.  Delegation  in  Aviation 
Negotiations 

Participate  as  a  member  of     3 
U.S.  Delegations  in  NAFTA 
Negotiations 


$2,059 


$965 
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4/30/92-4/19/93 
Destination 

LONDON,  ENSLAND 

LONDON.  ENGLAND 

PAr!IS.  FRANCE 

PARIS.  FRANCE 
MEXICO  CITY,  y.x 

MEXICO  CITV.  MEXICO 

OTTAKA,  CANADA 
MEXICO 

LONDON,  CANADA 
TORONTO,  CANADA 
TOKYO.  JAPAN 
OTTAWA,  CANADA 

McRIOA,  MEXICO 
MEXICO 

OTTAWA.  CAKADA 
DUSSELOORF,  GERMANY 

GENEVA,  SWITZERLAND 

LONDON.  ENGLAND 

LONDON,  ENGLAND 

GENEVA,  SWITZERLAND 
JAPAN 

LONDON,  ONTARIO 


Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy 
and  International  Affairs 


Purpose  of  Trip 


TO  ACCOMPANY  THE  SECY. OF  TRANS?. TO 

LONDON  FOR  OFFICIAL  KTGS.  W/KIS 

COUNT EROARTS 

TO  MEET  W/SECY.  OF  STATE  FOR 

TRANSPORT  TO  DISCUSS  THE  US-UK 

BILATERAL  AVIATION  RELATIONS 

TO  PAPiTICIFATE  IN  TKE  JS  DELEGATION 

TO  FURTHER  SHIPBUILDING 

NEGOTIATIONS 

CONFERENCE  ON  "ISFRSTRJCTURE 

POLICIES  IN  THE  UiO'S  OEyC" 

TO  GIVE  A  SPEECH  AIID  P*=iT:CIPATE  IN 

THE  FOURTH  KOFTH  AMiR.  TRANSP. 

CONFERENCE 

REPRESENT  THE  US  DELEGATION  OF  THE 

US-KEXICO  TRANSP. WORKING  GR~.  OH 

COMMERCIAL  DRIVER  LICENSE 

SUPPORT  U  S  NEoOTIA'ORS  ON 

TFJkNSPORTATIOf.  I3SJES 

TC  S=EAK  AT  AA^A'S  SEMINAR  IN  LATIN 

AMERICA  ON  TRADE  &  TRANSP.  ISSUES 

TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  THE  US-CANADA 

OPEN  SKIES  NEGOTIATIONS 

TO  REPRESENT  DOT  AT  THE  CANADIAN 

COUNCIL  OF  MOTOR  TRANSt'JFT 

TC  ATTEND  MTG  OF  THE  APEC 

TRANSPORTATIC-.  WDRKINi  G-.F 

SUPPORT  US  Nc30T:aT0R  in  TnE  2ND 

SESSION  ON  ACCELERATED  TAFIFF 

REMOVALS 

TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  A  JOL.'T  fTG.  OF 

THE  US-MEXICO  TRANSF.  WORKING  GROJP 

TO  LEAD  THE  US  DELEGATION  TO  A 

JOINT  KTC.  OF  TKE  US  MEXICO  &  TO 

DISCUSS  FACILITATION  ISSUES 

CONFERENCE  W/US  AND  CAI.ACIAN 

AGENCIES  Of.  Tr.ANSP.  STATISTICS 

MEETING  OF  THE  JOINT  OECC/ECKT 

STUCY  OF  "TRAVEL  IN  THE  CITi" 

NEGOTIATIONS  ON  SERVICES  OF  THE 

GENERAL  AGRcEMT  ON  TARIFFS  I   TRASE 

TO  ATTEND  AVIATIOI.  NEGOTIATIONS  W/ 

THE  BRITISH  GOVT. 

TO  ATTEND  AVIATION  NEGOTIATIONS  W/ 

THE  RUSSIAN  GOVT. 

TO  REPRESENT  THE  DOT  AT  THE 

INTERNATIONAL  AVIATION  FOF;UM 

BILATERAL  AVIATION  NEGCTIATI0N3 

WITH  THE  GOVT.  OF  JA^AN 

TO  ENGAGE  IN  CIVIL  NEGOTIATIONS  FOR 

CANADA 


Duration 

No. 

Days 

SCosts 

Persons 

4 

1123 

3 

1S9S 

5 

1625 

4 

1436 

2 

147 

10 


:2 


1065 

571 
1067 

630 

861 
7458 

591 

1458 

2674 

910 
1622 
26':; 
3625 
2049 

214 
2332 
1959 
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OTTAWA  CANADA 
TOKYO,  JAPAN 

MEXICO  CITY,  MEXICO 


OTTAWA,  CANADA 
BRUSSELS,  BELGIUM 


TOKYO,  JAPAN 
MONTREAL,  CANADA 
LONDON,  ENGLAND 


NEGOTIATIONS  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF 

NEGOTIATING  A  LIBERAL/OPEN  SKIES 

AVIATION 

CONSULT  WITH  JAPANESE  GOVERNMENT 

OFFICIALS  REGARDING  U.S. -JAPAN 

AVIATION 

TO  GIVE  A  SPEECH  AND  PARTICIPATE  IN 

THE  4TH  N.A.  ROAD  TRANSPORT 

CONFERENCE 

US-CANADA  OPEN  SKIES  NEGOTIATIONS 

TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  THE  US  DELEGATION 

TO  CONSULT  W/  THE  EUROPEAN 

COMMUNITIES... 

REPRESENT  DOT  AT  HTG  rt/THE  NEW 

TOKYO  INT'L.  AIRPORT  AUTHORITY  S  US 

AIRLINES 

TO  REPRESENT  DOT  AT  THE  ICAO 

ASSEMBLY  TO  DISCUSS  THE  APRIL 

COLLOQUIUM 

TO  ADDRESS  THE  FINANCIAL  TIMES 

CONFERENCE  IN  LONDON 


2295 

-r; 

2042 

1 

858 

1 

830     1 
1936     1 


2335 


361 


4764 
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GENEVA,  SWITZERLAND 
LONDON,  ENGLAND 

TOKYO.  JAPAN 

BRUSSELS,  BELGIUM 

SYDNEN', AUSTRALIA 

LONDON,  ENGLAriD 

OO^'INICAN  REPUBLIC 

BRUSSELS.  BELGIUM 

KADSrO,  SPAIN 
BONN  GERMANY 

PARIS,  FF.ANCE 

LONDON.  ENGLAND 

MONTREAL,  CANADA 
PARIS,  FRANCE  t   LONDON 
LONDON,  ENGLAND 

MONTREAL.  CANADA 
TOROKTO.  CANADA 

GENEVA,  SWITZERLAND 

BONN,  GERMANY 

GENEVA,  SWITZERLAND 

OTTAWA,  CANADA 

LONDON,  ENGLAND 

PARIS,  FRANCE 

PANAMA, SEVERAL  OTHER  COU, 

LONDON.  ENGLAND 

SAN  JUAN,  PUERTO  RICO 
PARIS,  FRANCE 

MONTREAL,  CANADA 


NE3CTIATI0NS  ON  SERVICES  OF  THE 

GEN.  AGKT.  CN  TARIFFS  AND  TRADE 

AVIATION  NEGOTIATIONS  W/THE  RUSSIAN 

GOV'T. 

REPRESENT  DOT  IN  US-JAOAN  CIVIL 

AVIATION  BILATERAL  NEGOTIATIONS 

CRS  t   SLOT  ISSLJES  WITH  AVIATION 

AUTHORITIES  OF  THE  EUROPEAN  COMM. 

AVIATION  NEGOTIATIONS  W/THE 

AUSTRALIAN  GOVT. 

AVIATION  NEGOTIATIONS  WITH  THE 

RUSSIAN  30VT. 

BILATERAL  CIVIL  AVIATION 

CONSULTA'IONS 

CRS  ft  SLO*  ISSUES  W.'AVIATION 

authorties  of  the  EjROf-ean  :oi-;h. 
crs  negctiations  >■/  the  spanish 

TO  •JEGOTUTE  A  l«c»  AVITION 

AGREEHENT. 

NEGOTIATIONS  ON  A  Nt«  AIP  SEWICES 

AGREEMENT  »ITH  THE  FRENCH 

TO  PROVIDE  STA-r  SUPPORT  r/£E:V. 

PENA  DURING  HIS  MTG.  W/JOKI. 

HACGREGOR 

PARTICIPATE  IN  THE  ICAC  WORLD-WIDE 

AIF.  TRANSPOr.T  COLLOOt^IM 

TC  REPRESENT  DOT  AT  "HE  ECCNOKIC 

COOPERATION  &  DEVEL.  FO=UM 

TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  AVIATION 

NEGOTIATIONS  W/  COUNTERPARTS  OF  THE 

BRITISH  GOV'T. 

PRESENT  SPEECH  ON  ISTIA  AND  ATTEND 

"VELO  MOSDIALi"  CCWFEPENCE 

TO  WORN  W/THE  TF.ILATERIAL  ^AWiERS 

GRO  TO  FINALIIE  THE  W0RCIN3  CF  TKE 

NAFTA  LAKO  TRANSP.  TEXT. 

TO  CHAIR  THE  '-S  OEwEG.  TO  The  UN 

ECONOMIC  COKKISSICS  7ZP.li   SESSION 

BILATEr.AL  AVIATION  NiXTIATIONS 

W/THE  GOV'T.  OF  GERMANY 

NEGOTIATIONS  O'i   SERVICE  CF  GEN'L. 

AGREEMT.  OF  T;,RIFFS  AND  TRiOE 

NEGOTIATIONS  TO  PRESENT  THE  NEW 

ROUTE  PROPOSAL 

AVIATION  NEGOTIATIONS  W/THE  BRITISH 

GCVT. 

TO  BEGIN  RE-NEGOTIATION  OF  THE  US 

FRAME  AGREEHENT 

TO  MEET  K/CIVIL  AVIATION  OFFICIALS 

IN  EACH  CENTRt.L  AMEP.  COUNTRY  TO 

DISCUSS  US  OFFER  F/0=EN  SKIES 

AVIATION  NEGCTIATIONS  WITH  THE 

BRITISH  GOVT. 

TO  TESTI-Y  IN  A  CRIMNAL  CASE 

MEETING  OF  THE  JOINT  OECO/ECMT 

STUDY  OF  URBAN  TRAVEL 

PART  OF  US  DELEGATION  TO  ICAO 

ASSEMBLY 


10 


2173 

1926 

3S38 

1784 

5335 

1990 

391 

1718 

157S 
3T9< 

lesc 

13S3 

664 

leee 

1562 

1200 

627 

1058 

3496 

1378 

r.62 

3?77 

2 

2"01 

2 

2C56 

1 

1635 

1C15 
1722 

1030 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 
No  foreign  travel  for  this  reporting  period. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  PUBLIC  AFFAIRS 
No  foreign  travel  for  this  reporting  period. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  ADMINISTRATION 
f4/16/92  -  4/lS/93\ 

Destination      Purpose 

London     ,      Secretary's  Office 
Staff  Support 

San  Juan         Secretary's  Office 
Staff  Support 


(Days) 

Cost 

Persons 

3 

$4,194 

1 

6 

$5,587 

2 

579 


IMMEDIATE  OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 


(5/1/92  -  4/30/93 
Destination Purpose 


Duration 


No.  Of 
Cost   Travelers 


London , 
England 


To  meet  with 
British  Air, 
U.S.  Air 


$2,284.00    2 


London , 
England 


To  meet  with  Sec.        3 
of  State  for  Transport, 
John  MacGregor  for 
discussions  on  the  U.S. 
U.K.  bilateral  aviation 
relations,  specifically 
the  prospects  for  aviation 
liberalization, 


1,447.45    1 
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OFFICE  OF  COMMERCIAL  SPACE  TRANSPORTATION 


(7/17/92  -  12/18/92) 
Destination       Purpose 


Moscow,  Russia 


Berlin- 
Brandenburg, 
Germany 


Melbourne  & 
Sydney , 
Australia 


Beijing,  China 


Moscow,  Russia 


Duration 
'Pays' 

13 


To  participate  in  the  Technology 
Assessment  Mission,  organized  by 
the  Department  of  Comnerce,  to  visit 
the  major  launch  vehicle  production 
facilities  and  space  organizations 
in  the  Russian  Republic.   The 
information  gathered  will  provide 
data  and  expertise  on  former  Soviet 
space  launch  capabilities,  the  current 
inventory  of  space  transportation 
vehicles,  the  status  of  space  organi- 
zations and  personnel  in  Russia,  and 
an  overall  assessment  of  whether  former 
Soviet  space  technologies  could  be 
adapted  for  commercial  applications. 


To  attend  and  participate  in  the  12 

International  Aerospace  Exhibition 
ILA'92,  the  world's  oldest  aerospace 
exhibition.   To  promote  the  U.  S. 
commercial  space  transportation 
industry  and  its  capabilities  for 
marketing  services  and  products  to 
new  customers. 

To  attend  and  participate  in  the         7 
1992  Australian  Airshow  in  Melbourne, 
Australia.   Also  to  present  a  paper 
and  participate  on  the  panel  at  the 
Australian  Space  Development  Conference 
in  Sydney,  Australia. 

To  participate  in  U.  S.  Trade  Represen-   11 
tative  (UETR)-led  government-to-govern- 
ment talks  on  trade  in  commercial  launch 
services  with  officials  of  the  People's 
Republic  of  China. 

To  participate  in  U.  S.  Trade  Represen-    6 
tative  (USTR)-led  policy  and  trade  talks 
with  the  Russian  Government  on  commercial 
launch  services. 


Cost 


$4,B52 


No.  of 
Persons 


$14,519 


$755.00 


$10, j„ 


$7,865 
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OST  STAFFING  TABLE 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  OST  staffing/employment  table 
found  on  page  1027  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data 
for  fiscal  years  1991-1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DOT  STAFFING 

or^il^^^m?^!^^  ^If  ""J^^^^'  *t^  ^^  ^^^'""^  breakdown  shown 
onpages  1029-1032  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OEPART»CWT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
AUTHORIZED  POSITIONS  FY  1992  -  1994 


AOMINISTRATION/APPROPRIATION 

FEDERAL  HIGMMY  ADMINISTRATION 

Motor  Carrlar  Safety 
Limitation  on  Gen.  Oper.  Expenses 
Federal-Aid  Highways 
A1 locations/Reimbursements 
Hiscellanaous  Trust  Funds 


FY 

1992 

FY 

1993 

FY  1994 

Request 

Approved 

Request 
3.825 

Approved 

2/ 

Request 

3.e3S 

3.805 

3.825 

3.825 

676 

671 

/I 

/I 

/I 

2.709 

2.681 

3.372 

3.372 

3.372 

249 

245 

245 

245 

245 

189 

193 

193 

193 

193 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

NAT'L  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  ADMIN. 

Operations  and  Research 

FEDERAL  RAILROAD  ADMINISTRATION 

Office  of  the  Administrator 
Reimbursements 
Railroad  Safety 

Railroad  Research  &  Development 
High  Speed  Ground  Trans. Dev. 


674 

669 

669 

668 

667 

791 

741 

795 

755 

804 

200 

197 

197 

195 

195 

4 

0 

— 

— 

— 

565 

522 

576 

537 

566 

22 

22 

22 

23 

23 

— 

— 

— 

— 

20 

FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 


Administrative  Expenses 

472 

472 

505 

487 

480 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

55.787 
52.385 

55.753 
52.351 

55,953 
52.251 

55.953 
52.251 

54,467 

Operations 

50.865 

Reimbursements 

490 

490 

490 

490 

390 

Facilities  and  Equipment 

2.143 

2.204 

2.504 

2.504 

2.504 

Relfflbursenents 

55 

55 

55 

55 

55 

Research.  Eng.  S  Development 

706 

645 

645 

645 

645 

Reimbursements 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

U  S  COAST  GUARD 

45.987 
5.227 

45.621 
5.206 

46.261 
5.284 

45.836 
5.169 

45.250 

Operating  Expenses 

5.072 

Reinbunaments 

17 

22 

22 

22 

22 

Military 

38.285 

38.019 

38.591 

38.286 

37.840 

Reinburaaments 

131 

132 

132 

127 

116 

Aoquisition.  Const..  (  Improvements 

272 

299 

305 

303 

303 

Military 

463 

351 

345 

347 

411 

Environmental  Camp,  t  Restoration 

49 

49 

62 

62 

62 

Military 

4 

4 

11 

11 

11 

Reserve  Training 

113 

113 

106 

106 

106 

Military 

598 

598 

570 

570 

482 
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OEPWTMDfT  OF  TIWBRJRTAnON 
MmORIZEO  FOSITICNS  FV  1992  -  199« 


AEHINISnUTICN/APPROFRIATICN 

U  S  COAST  GUARD  (oont.) 

rtmirch.   D»vlBpwnt.  Tast,  •  Eval. 

Military 
OG  Yard  Fund 

Hllltary 

ST  LAWRENCE  SEAMAY  OEVELOWeNT  CORP. 

SLSOC  Fund 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Salaries  and  Expanaas 

RESEARCH  AND  SPECIAL  PROGRAMS  ACMIN. 

Raiaiixh  and  Spaclal  Progrma 
Pipallna  Safety 
Transportation  SystaM  Cantar 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  Expanses 
Ralafcuri—sfils 
Transportation  Planning,   Res.  t  Oev. 
Office  of  Cmwsi  Lial  Space  Trans. 

-Operations  and  Reiaaixh 
Marking  Capital  Fund 

BUREAU  OF  TRANSPORTATION  STATISTICS 
BTS 

TOTAL.  DapartMnt  of  Transportation 
(Excluding  Marltlaa  Vkilnistratlon 
and  ICC  Transfer) 

Civilian 
Military 


FY  1 

992 

FY  1993 

FY  1994 

•aquaat 

Approved 

Raquaat 

ApprOMed  2/ 

Request 

96 

96 

96 

96 

93 

S« 

54 

59 

59 

54 

fiS4 

654 

654 

654 

654 

2« 

24 

24 

24 

24 

179 

494 

792 

211 
66 

515 

1.153 


110,167 

70.608 
39,559 


179 

507 

790 

209 
66 

SIS 

1.122 


109.659 

70,477 
39.182 


179 

507 

792 

211 

66 

515 

1,119 


12 


110,617 

mmxmmmmmm 

70.885 
39,732 


177 

497 

802 

215 
72 

515 

1,102 


12 


110.114 

70,690 
39.424 


174 


489 

803 

216 
72 

515 


1.087 


749 

713 

694 

666 

662 

20 

36 

46 

60 

48 

23 

18 

18 

18 

18 

2B 

24 

27 

24 

27 

333 

331 

334 

334 

332 

12 


108.058 

69.120 
38.938 


V  Included  under  llaltatlon  on  GOE  In  1993  aid  1994. 

2/  Adjustad  In  cci^>1ianoa  ulth  Executive  Order  12839.  "Deduction  of  100, 


000  Federal  rVisltlans*. 
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OEWUmCHT  OF  TRAHSPOBTATION 
FULL  HHE  EQUIV*L£KT  FY  1992  -  1994 


ASHnaSTRATItM/APPROPRIAnON 

FEDERAL  HI9MAY  AIMNISTRATION 

Motor  Csrrlar  Safety 
Llaltatlon  on  Gan.  Oper.  Expenses 
Federal -Aid  Higtways 
Allocatlons/Kelnbursansnts 
mseellaneous  Trust  Funds 


FY  1992 

FY  1 

»3 

FY  1994 

toquast 

Approved 

Request 

Approved    2/ 

Request 

3,882 

3,864 

3.928 

3,971 

3,909 

641 

637 

/I 

/I 

/I 

2.719 

2.705 

3,406 

3,453 

3,399 

282 

282 

282 

280 

270 

226 

226 

226 

224 

226 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

UAT'L  WSrtttY  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  ADMIN. 

Operations  and  Research 

FEDERAL  RAILtiQAO  ASHINISTRATiaN 

Office  of  the  Ademistrator 

Beletui  11— II  It  I 

Railroad  Safety 

Railroad  Research  (  Dav^luf  iil 

High  Speed  Ground  Trans. Dev. 

FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 

Adeinlstratlve  Expenses 
Ran 


675 

672 

674 

691 

683 

728 

704 

710 

726 

761 

168 

185 

179 

187 

184 

4 

2 



— 

— 

517 

496 

512 

518 

5»2 

19 

19 

19 

21 

20 

— 

— 

— 

— 

15 

460 

460 

483 

492 

484 

460 

460 

483 

172 

320 

261 
223 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADHINISTRAnON 

Operations 

Balitui  I— nts 
Facilities  and  Equlpnent 

Balaburi— nts 
Research,  Eng.  t  Development 

RsliAurseaents 
Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

U  S  COAST  GUARD 


54,685 


54,506 


54,169 


53,243 


52.783 


Operating  Expenses 
Rela 
Military 


Acquisition.  Const.,  t  leprovements 

Military 
Envlronaental  Coep.  t  Restoration 
Military 
Reserve  Training 

Military 


1,503 

51,486 

SO 

658 

49 

753 

49,319 

490 

490 

516 

516 

390 

1,901 

1,800 

2 

240 

2 

200 

2,300 

55 

55 

55 

55 

55 

72B 

667 

692 

711 

711 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

45,522 


45.173 


45,751 


45,543 


45,127 


5,080 

5,069 

5,143 

5.204 

5,101 

16 

20 

20 

20 

20 

38,067 

37,779 

38.303 

38,051 

37.803 

131 

132 

127 

127 

116 

257 

290 

290 

279 

279 

419 

331 

333 

327 

359 

42 

42 

56 

56 

62 

3 

3 

7 

7 

11 

107 

107 

100 

100 

100 

588 

598 

570 

570 

482 

589 


oewwTtofT  OF  TM»6»or*n« 

FULL  TD€  EQUrVALDTT  FY  1992  -  1994 


FY 

1992 

FY 

1993 

FY  1994 

*(>CMISTRATI0K/*PWOPfiI*TI0N 

BKunt 

Iforo^ma 

Raquert 

*«XT>««j       2/ 

anuet 

U  S  COAST  GUWO  (cont. ) 

S3 

93 

93 

93 

Rneaixh,   D»»«1opiefTt,   Tesx,   t  Evil. 

90 

KlUtary 

53 

53 

53 

53 

*S 

Oe  Y«n)  Fund 

632 

632 

632 

632 

632 

miltary 

24 

24 

24 

24 

24 

ST  UMWCE  SEAWY  oeVODPCKT  CORP. 

SLSOC  Fund  ITS         179         179         177        174 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 


Salvias  and  Expenses 

RESEARCH  AND  SPECIAL  PR0GRW6  ADUN. 

Research  and  Special  Piogi  aws 
Pipeline  Safety 
Transportation  Systens  Center 

OFFICE  OF  Tie  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

Relabursanents 
Transportation  Planning,  Res.  t  Dev. 
Office  of  Ci.1—.  xla"  Space  Trans. 

-Operations  and  Researcr, 
Working  Capital  Fund 

BUREAU  OF  TRAKSPOfiTATIW  STATISTICS 

BTS 

TOTAL,  Departiwnt  of  Transportation 
(Excluding  Kirltlee  *de1n1strat1on 
and  ICC  Transfer) 


480 

499 

499 

497 

489 

852 

795 

797 

863 

857 

207 

205 

207 

218 

214 

66 

66 

66 

69 

67 

579 

524 

524 

576 

576 

125 

1.102 

1,092 

1.115 

1.103 

710 

679 

653 

646 

650 

28 

44 

54 

73 

65 

22 

18 

18 

22 

22 

25 

23 

26 

23 

26 

340 

338 

341 

351 

/3 

340 





12 

12 

12 

108 

588 

107,954 

108,294 

107.330 

106,382 

69 

293 

69,034 

68,877 

68 

171 

67,539 

39 

295 

38.920 

39,417 

39 

IS 

38,843 

Civilian 
Military 

1/  Included  under  lieltation  or  SOE  In  1993  arrf  1994. 

2/  MJusted  in  co««pllance  with  Executi»«  Ordc  12839,    "Reduct-on  of  100,000  Federal  Positions". 

2/  Increase  due  to  consolidation  of  veniclas  and  dri^«rs  into  aotor  pool. 

Note:    Includes  relatxirsable  full  tiae  equivalents. 
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SPECIAL  PERSONAL  SERVICES  PAYMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Ple£ise  also  update  the  table  on  special  personal  serv- 
ices payments  as  shown  on  page  1033  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

SPECIAL  PERSONAL  SERVICES  PAYMENTS 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Rscal 

year- 

1992  actual 

1993  est.' 

est.  2 

Office  of  the  Secretary  (subsistence  specialists): 

Springborn,  K 

Bean,  0 

Wilder,  0 

Grimes,  K 

Smart,  S 

Caraqzo  E    

26.9  .. 

26.9  . 

37.5 

26.9  . 

22.4  . 



45'3  """ 

34.3  .... 
34.3  .... 
34.3  .... 
34.3  .... 

Malheiro  M 

Fudge  R        

Koiner,  K 

Total 

140.6 

182.5 

182.5 

■  Estimated  billing  In  FY  1993  based  on  current  personnel  assignments. 

i' Distribution   of   total   estimate   by   individual   cannot   be   projected   due   to   uncertainties   concerning   future   personnel   assignments. 

SES  BONUS  AWARDS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  data  on  SES  bonus  awards,  as 
shown  on  pages  1033-1039  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  provid- 
ing data  for  fiscal  years  1988-1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SENIOR  EXECUTIVE  BONUS  RECIPIENTS 
FISCALYEAR  1988  TO  1993 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  (cont'd) 


AWARD  RECIPIENT 


1988         1989       1990      1991      1992       1993 


Melissa  Allen 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Administration 


14860      131S0      4550    14340    12553     13158 


Norman  C.  Bowles 
Assistant  Director  for  Licensing 
and  Safety 


7290 


Joseph  Canny 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 

for  Policy  and  Regulatory 

Affairs 


4125 


4680  6650  4640  8682  5523 


John  Coleman 
Director,  Office  of  Aviation 
Analysis 


4250 


9225      4550     4640    5754     5523 


Katherine  E.  Collins 
Director  of  Budget 


13300    10060    12061     5304 


James  Craun 
Deputy  Director,  Office  of 
Aviation  Analysis 


6820 


5528  5304 


Warren  Dean 

Assistant  General  Counsel 


4125 


Neil  Eisner 

Assistant  General  Counsel 

for  Regulation  and 

Enforcement 


8975  4410 


5528  20800 


WiUiam  FttzGeraM 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Budget  and  Progrann 
(Ratirad) 


13600  13150 


Paul  Cratch 
Director,  Office  of 
Intaroitional  Aviation 


412S 


3900  4410 


5528 
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SENIOR  EXECUTIVE  BONUS  RECIPIENTS 
FISCAL  YEAR  1988  TO  1993 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  (cont'd) 


AWARD  RECIPIENT 


1988 


1989   1990   1991  1992   1993 


Thomas  Hariihy 
Assistant  General  Counsai 
for  Legislation 


3900     4410    13940    5528     5304 


Linda  Higoins 
Director,  Office  of 

Acquisition  and  Grant 

Management 


5242  5304 


Donald  Horn 

Assistant  General  Counsal 
for  International  Law 


4410  6820         5528  5304 


William  Hudson 
Departmental  Director  of 
Civil  Rights 


9825 


6275  6860  10340 


5523 


Shelton  Jackson 
Deputy  Director,  Office  of 
Economics 


4520 


5304 


Ronald  Keef  er 

Director,  Office  of  Admini- 
strative Services  and 
Property  Management 


3900 


5528  5304 


Rosalind  Knapp 
Deputy  General  Counsel 


13600      15100 


4640    5754    13158 


Robert  Knisely 
Deputy  Director,  Bureau  of 
Transportation  Statistics 


5523 


Arnold  Levine 

Director,  Office  of  International 
Transportation  and  Trade 


4410  6820 


5304 


Marilyn  Marten 

Director,  Office  of  Acquisition 

and  Grant  Management 
|Hu  left  the  DeptI 


5900 


3825  4410 
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SENIOR  EXECUTIVE  BONUS  RECIPIENTS 
FISCALYEAR  1988  TO  1993 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  (cont'd) 
AWARD  RECIPIENT  1988         1989       1990      199!     1992       1993 


RobsrtMan 

Director,  Office  of  PubGc 
MormstMi 

George  McDonald 
Director,  Office  of  PrograrM 
•nd  Eveluatiom 

Carofina  Medero* 
Deputy  Auiftant  Secretary 

fer  Safety 
(Has  loft  the  Dapt) 

Patrick  Murphy 

Deputy  Aaastant  Secretary 

for  Poicy  and  Programs 

De 


Director,  Office  of  Safety 
Program  Review 

Patrida  Parriih 

Director,  Offica  of  Management 
Plenning 

AngaioPicie 

D^Nity  Director,  Office  of 
Adminiatrative  Services 
and  Property  Management 

Samiat  Podbarsdcy 
Aaaistant  Gonarat  Counsel 

for  Aviation  Enforcamsnt 

and  Proceedings 

JacfcRanwick 
Diputy  Dirsctor.  Offia  of 
Intsigenca  end  Security 

Jon  Seymour 
Assistant  Saaetary  fer 
Admmstratien 


4S20 


20800 


8425 


4125 


8425  9520         10060        12061  5304 


8325 


4125      13150     4550 


8682    13158 


3900 


5528 


4260    5242     5304 


4520 


14860 


8975     4410 


5528 


13975      13500     18140    14720 


16201     7987 


22420 
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SENIOR  EXECUTIVE  BONUS  RECIPIENTS 
FISCAL  YEAR  1988  TO  1993 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  (cont'd) 


AWARD  RECIPIENT 


1988         1989       1990      1991     1992       1993 


Joyca  ShiitM 
Dirtctor,  Offict  of  Rnanctai 
ManaQMntnt 


3950 


3900 


Glanda  Tatt 
Oiractor  of  PirsoniNl 


3825      6650     6820    5528     5304 


E.  KmaiMl  Taylor 
Diractor,  Offica  of  Admini- 
strathm  Systam  DavolopniMit 

Robart  E-Thurbar 
Daputy  Diractof,  Offica  of 
Trantportation  and  Trad* 

Donald  Trilling 

Daputy  Diractor,  Offica  of 

Transportation  Ragulatory 

Affairs 


4410 


5528     5304 


5304 


3900      6650     4520    5528     5304 


f>aulT.  Waist 

Daputy  Assistant  Sacrttary 
f  or  Adminislratioii 


5957  5717 


Rofaort  Woods 

Diractor,  Offica  of  Infromation 

Rasourca  Manigsmant 
(Hu  Ifft  tht  DaptI 


4410 


Diana  Zaidat 
Diractor  of  Parsonnal 
(HasMtOST) 


3950 


15280         10060 
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OST  POUTICAL  APPOINTEES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  listing  of  OST  political  appoint- 
ees on  board  as  shown  on  pages  1041-1045  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Presidential,  Senior  Executive  Service  Noncareer,  and  Schedule  C  Appointees  as  of 

April  19,  1993 

Presidential  Appointees — Office  of  the  Secretary 

7^'fe  Salary 

The  Secretary $148,400 

Inspector  (Jeneral 115,700 

Noncareer  SES — Office  of  the  Secretary 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  and  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 92,900 

Schedule  C — Office  of  the  Secretary 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 86,589 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 86,589 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 66,609 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 58,515 

Deputy  Scheduler 47,920 

Scheduling  Assistant 27,789 

Scheduling  Assistant 27,789 

Office  of  the  Assistemt  Secretary  for  Governmental  Affairs 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Assistant  Secretary 77,709 

Congressional  Liaison  Officer 56,627 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Public  Affairs 

Director,  Office  of  Media  Relations  and  Special  Projects 77,709 

Special  Assistant 56,627 

Special  Assistant 40,298 

Note:  All  positions  located  in  Washington,  DC. 

DOT  POUTICAL  APPOINTEES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  breakdown  of  DOT  political  appoint- 
ees for  fiscal  year  1993,  showing  the  title  and  salary  of  each  posi- 
tion, similar  to  the  data  shown  on  pages  1047-1050  of  last  year's 
hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Department  of  Transportation  Presidential  (PAS),  Noncareer  Senior  Executive  Service 
(NO,  and  Schedule  C  (C)  Appointees  as  of  April  19,  1993 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

"Title  Salary 

Secretary  of  Transportation $148,400 

Inspector  General 115,700 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  and  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 92,900 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 86,589 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 86,589 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 66,609 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 58,515 

Deputy  Scheduler 47,920 

Scheduling  Assistant 27,789 

Scheduling  Assistant 27,789 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Governmental  Affairs 77  J09 

Congressional  Liaison  Officer 56,627 

Director,  Office  of  Media  Relations  and  Special  Projects 77,709 

Special  Assistant 56,627 
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Title  Salary 

Special  Assistant 40,298 

Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation 

Administrator 115,700 

Note:  All  positions  located  in  Washington,  DC. 

DOT  POUTICAL  APPOINTEES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  listing  by  DOT  operating  ad- 
ministration of  DOT  political  appointees,  as  shown  on  pages  1052- 
1055,  by  updating  1992  and  adding  1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 


Fiscal 


Year 

Presidential 

1980 

6 

1981 

6 

1982 

6 

1983 

4 

1984 

7 

1985 

7 

1986 

8 

1987 

7 

1988 

7 

1989 

7 

1990 

6 

1991 

6 

1992 

7 

1993 

(4/19/93) 

1 

Non-Career 

Schedule 

SES 

C 

22 

28 

14 

44 

15 

50 

22 

46 

21 

52 

19 

49 

18 

41 

16 

35 

20 

37 

11 

39 

16 

29 

12 

31 

9 

29 

1 

12 
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Fiscal 
Yeay 

Presidential 

Non-Career 
SES 

Schedule 
S. 

1980 

0 

1981 

0 

1982 

0 

1983 

0 

1984 

0 

1985 

0 

1986 

0 

1987 

0 

1988 

0 

0 

1989 

1 

0 

0 

1990 

0 

0 

1991 

0 

0 

1992 

0 

0 

1993  (4/19/93) 

0 

0 
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UNITED  STATES  COAST  GTIARD 

yiacAl 
Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

Schedule 

1980 

0 

0 

0 

1981 

0 

0 

0 

1982 

0 

0 

0 

1983 

0 

0 

0 

1984 

0 

0 

0 

1985 

0 

0 

0 

1986 

0 

0 

0 

1987 

0 

0 

0 

1988 

0 

0 

0 

1989 

0 

0 

0 

1990 

0 

0 

0 

1991 

0 

0 

0 

1992 

0 

0 

0 

1993  (4/19/93) 

0 

0 

0 
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FEDERAL  AVIATIOM  ADMIHISTRATIOH 

Non-Career    Schedule 

SE£  £ 

5  6 

4  3 

4  4 

5  7 
5  7 

5  9 

6  6 
5  4 

4  7 
2  5 

5  6 
5  6 
5  3 
0  0 


Fiscal 
Year 

Presidential 

1980 

2 

1981 

2 

1982 

2 

1983 

2 

1984 

1 

1985 

2 

1986 

1 

1987 

1 

1988 

2 

1989 

1 

1990 

2 

1991 

2 

1992 

2 

1993  (4/19/93) 

0 
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FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATIOH 


Fiscal 
Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule 

1980 

2 

1981 

2 

1982 

4 

1983 

4 

1984 

3 

1985 

4 

1986 

5 

1987 

5 

1988 

4 

1989 

I 

3 

1990 

5 

1991 

5 

5 

1992 

5 

4 

1993  (4/19/93) 

0 

0 

0 
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Fiscal 
Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

Schedule 

1980 

1 

1981 

2 

1982 

1 

1983 

1 

11 

1984 

1 

1985 

2 

11 

1986 

3 

9 

1987 

3 

6 

1988 

3 

6 

1989 

1 

6 

1990 

2 

6 

1991 

2 

5 

1992 

1 

5 

1993  (4/19/93) 

0 

0 

0 
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PBDBRMi  RAILROAD  ADMIHISTRATIOH 


Fiscal 
Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 
SES 

Schedule 

1980 

2 

4 

1981 

2 

3 

1982 

3 

3 

1983 

4 

4 

1984 

4 

5 

1985 

3 

4 

1986 

3 

4 

1987 

2 

2 

1988 

1 

3 

1989 

2 

2 

1990 

2 

3 

1991 

4 

2 

1992 

3 

1 

1993  (4/19/93) 

0 

0 

0 
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Fiscal 
Yeas 

Presidential 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

w 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993  (4/19/93) 

FKDERMt  TRAHSIT  AEMIHISTRATIOM 


Non-Career 
SES 


5 
5 
0 


Schedule 
S. 

3 

4 

8 

5 

7 

6 

8 

6 

5 

3 

2 

2 

0 

0 
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SAIMT  UVWRENCB  SEKttAY   PgVELOPWgWT  rORPPRATIOM 


Fiscal 
Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 
SBS 

Schedule 

1980 

0 

2 

1981 

0 

2 

1982 

0 

2 

1983 

0 

2 

1984 

0 

4 

1985 

1 

5 

1986 

1 

4 

1987 

1 

4 

1988 

1 

3 

1989 

0 

3 

1990 

0 

1 

1991 

0 

2 

1992 

0 

2 

1993  (4/19/93) 

0 

0 
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RBSKARCH  AMD  SPECIAL  PROGRAMS  ADMimSTRATIOll 

Non-Career 


Fiscal 

Yeaj 

b 

Presidential 

1980 

0 

1981 

0 

1982 

0 

1983 

0 

1984 

0 

1985 

0 

1986 

0 

1987 

0 

1988 

0 

1989 

0 

1990 

0 

1991 

0 

1992 

0 

1993 

(4/19/93) 

0 

Schedule 


1 
0 
0 
0 

1 

2 

2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
1 
0 


2 

0 
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MM^TIMB  ADMINI$TRATIQlf 

nscal 
Tea^ 

Non-Career 
Presidential          SES 

Schedule 

1980 

NA                 NA 

NA 

1981 

0                  1 

1 

1982 

1                  3 

2 

1983 

1                  3 

4 

1984 

1                  3 

3 

1985 

0                  2 

3 

1986 

1                  3 

3 

1987 

1                  4 

4 

1988 

1                  4 

4 

1989 

0                  3 

2 

1990 

1                  4 

0 

1991 

1                  4 

2 

1992 

1                 3 

2 

1993  (4/19/93) 

0                 0 

0 
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BURBAU  OF  TRAMSPORTATIOW  STATISTICS 

Flacal  Non-Career  Schedule 

Year  Presidential  SES  Q, 

1993  (4/19/93)         0  0  0 


609 

poutical/career  employee  ratios 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  data  on  political/career  em- 
ployee ratios,  as  shown  on  pages  1057-1062  of  last  year's  hearing 
record,  by  providing  data  for  the  last  three  fiscal  years. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OST  clerical/ PROFESSIONAL  WORKERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  OST  clerical/professional 
worker  table,  found  on  page  1063  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by 
providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

CAPS  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  APPROPRIATION  AUTHORIZED  POSITIONS— CLERICAL  AND 

PROFESSIONAL  WORKERS 


Fiscal  year— 

1992  actual 

1993  estimate 

1994  estimate 

Clerical           Professional 

Clerical          Professional 

Clerical           Professional 

General  counsel 28  72  28 

Policy— Essential  air  service 4  17 

Policy  and  international  affairs 31  112 

Policy  Domestic 14 

Policy-Aviation/lnternational 22 

Budget  and  programs 8  30  8 

Governmental  affairs 8  35  8 

Administration 40  196  34 

Public  affairs 7  19  7 

Secretarial  Offices 34 72 33_ 

Total 160  553  154 


72 


512 


28 


155 


72 


25 

14 

25 

103 

22 

103 

29 

8 

29 

32 

8 

30 

169 

35 

163 

18 

7 

18 

64 

33 

67 

507 


OST  AVERAGE  GRADES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  average  grade  table  for  OST  of- 
fices, as  shown  on  page  1063  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by  pro- 
viding data  for  fiscal  years  1989  through  1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 

AVERAGE  GRADES 


Office 


FY  1989 


FY  1990 


FY  1991 


FY  1992 


Mar.  31  FY      Proj.  End  FY 
1993  1993 


Secretarial  Offices 11.3 

Public  Affairs 10.8 

Budget  and  Programs 12.2 

General  Counsel 11.9 

Governmental  Affairs 11.3 

Administration 10.3 

Policy  and  International  Affairs 12.3 

Note:  Unless  otherwise  specified  data  is  as  of  tfie  end  of  tfie  fiscal  year. 


11.5 

11.5 

11.4 

11.7 

11.7 

10.7 

11.2 

11.2 

10.8 

10.8 

12.5 

12.6 

12.5 

12.1 

12.1 

11.7 

11.8 

11.7 

11.9 

11.9 

11.2 

10.8 

11.0 

11.0 

11.0 

10.4 

10.5 

10.6 

10.7 

10.7 

12.2 

12.5 

12.4 

12.4 

12.4 

OST 


"other  services" 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  "other  services"  comparative  data 
found  on  pages  1064-1066  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing 
data  for  fiscal  years  1992-1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SALARIES  &  EXPENSES 
COMPARISON  OF  OTHER  SERVICES 
FISCAL  YEARS  1 992-1 994 


(in  thousands  of  dollars) 


1992 

1993 

1994 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

General  Counsel: 

Litigation,  Enforcement, 

Public  Counsel,  and  Contract  Services 

4 

15 

14 

Optical  Disk 

96 

Sub-total 

100 

15 

14 

Policy-EAS: 

Support  Services 

9 

^_ 

Policy-Other: 

Translation  Services 

9 

Interpreter  Services 

5 

_ 

Technical  Report 

6 

__ 

_ 

Transcription 

1 

Policy- Domestic/Support  Services 

7 

7 

Policy- International  Aviation 

Support  Services 

_ 

3 

2 

Computer  Support 

„ 

5 

5 

Translation  Services 

^ 

10 

6 

Interpreter  Services 

.^ 

4 

4 

Technical  Report 

_ 

6 

6 

Transcription 

— 

5 

5 

Sub-total 

30 

40 

35 

Budget  and  Programs: 

Reception  and  Representation  Sub-total 

36 

40 

40 

Governmental  Affairs: 

Support  Services                    Sub-total 

1 

10 

1 

616 

(in  thousands  of  dollars) 


/ 

1992 

1993 

1994 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Administration: 

Training  and  Executive  Development 

170 

137 

177 

Alcohol/Drug  Abuse 

37 

39 

77 

Payroll/PMIS 

213 

158 

163 

Payments  to  the  WCF 

7,589 

9,246 

9,982 

Automation  Program  * 

768 

1,350 

1,271 

Maintenance  &  Repair 

40 

74 

60 

Building  Alterations 

56 

108 

60 

Security  Investigations 

33 

60 

80 

Safety  Management  System 

15 

25 

25 

Reporting  Services 

3 

75 

22 

Clinic 

61 

83 

86 

Real  Property  Survey 

25 

19 

20 

Telecommunications 

— 

— 

52 

Environmental  Auditing 

150 

150 

150 

01 RM  Security  Awareness 

— 

2 

— 

01 RM  Cert.  Review 

— 

22 

22 

IRM  Plan/Oversight 

— 

100 

— 

OIRM  Security  Software 

— 

383 

125 

Workers  Compensation 

— 

— 

8 

OIRM  Evaluation 

— 

150 

— 

OST  Imaging  Program 

— 

250 

— 

Procurement  Professionalism 

— 

— 

55 

FM  /evaluations 

— 

— 

450 

TSARC  Technical  Support 

13 

— 

50 

Miscellaneous  Contracts 

244 

235 

258 

Reimbursable  Recovery 

195 

— 

— 

Value  Engineering 

200 

— 

— 

PCMI  Motor  Vehicle  Study 

10 
9.822 

12.666 

— 

Sub-total 

13.138 

Systems  Development          Sub-total 

4.550 

3.355 

5.768 

617 


(in  thousands  of  dollars) 


1992 

1993 

1994 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Public  Affiairs 

Special  Events  (TV/Radio  News) 

— 

7 

5 

Distribution  of  Materials 

3 

30 

27 

Sub- 

total 

3 

37 

32 

Secretarial  Offices: 

Support  Sen/ices 

117 

261 

178 

Stenographic  (Certified  Court 

Reporters) 

15 

20 

20 

National  Information 

Clearinghouse/Public 

Relations/MBRC 

92 

— 

— 

Transportation -related  Shortterm 

Loan  Program/MBRC  (Admin 

Cost) 

105 

— 

— 

Fujitsu/Canon  Maintenance 

Agreement/MBRC 

1 

— 

— 

Conference  Support 

9 

— 

— 

Outreach 

364 

— 

— 

Special  Program  Initiatives 

Sub- 

total 

209 
912 

281 

— 

198 

Total 

15.454 

16.444 

19.226 

Note:  FY  1993  excludes  unobligated  balances. 
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PAYMENTS  TO  AIR  CARRIER  OBLIGATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  current  unobligated  balance  in  the 
payments  to  air  carriers  program  and  provide  an  estimate  of 
monthly  obligations,  as  shown  on  pages  1068  and  1069  of  last  year's 
hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Payments  to  Air  Carriers 

The  unobligated  balance  as  of  March  31,  1993,  for  Payments  to  Air  Carriers  under 
the  Essential  Air  Service  program  is  $8,386,096.  Estimated  obligations  by  month 
follow: 

Obligations 

Month:  Millions 

April $3.5 

May 1.3 

June 0.2 

July 0.4 

August 0.4 

September 2.5 

The  obligation  pattern  reflects  that  about  sixty  percent  of  the  unobligated  balance 
will  be  obligated  by  June  30,  1993,  and  the  remaining  forty  percent,  about  $3.5  mil- 
lion, will  be  obligated  during  the  fourth  quarter. 

EAS  SUBSIDIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  fiscal  year  1993  fund- 
ing for  the  pa5mients  to  air  carriers  program,  similar  in  format  to 
the  data  shown  on  pages  1069-1076  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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EAS  COMMUNITY,  STATE,  AND  CARRIER  SUBSIDIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  estimated  annual  compensation  in 
fiscal  year  1994  by  EAS  community,  State  and  carrier,  assuming 
that  the  President's  budget  request  is  enacted  into  law. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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COMMOMITY*  STATB.  CARRIER » 

AMP  Projected  FY  1994  Sobsidy  */ 


Estimated  Annual 
Compensation 


1.  Alamogordo,  NM,  Mesa  Airlines  $ 

2.  Alamosa,  CO,  Mesa  Airlines 

3.  Alliance/Chadron,  NE,  GP  Express 

4.  Anniston/Gadsden,  AL,  GP  Express 

5.  Atka/Nikolski,  AK,  MarkAir  Express 

6.  Bar  Harbor /Rockland,  ME,  Colgan 

7.  Beckley/Bluefield,  WV,  CCAir 

8.  Bloomington,  IN/Danville,  IL,  Direct  Air 

9.  Brookings/Huron/Mitchell,  SD,  GP  Express 

10.  Brownwood,  TX,  Lone  Star 

11.  Cape  Yakataga/Icy  Bay,  AK,  Gulf  Air  Taxi 

12.  Cedar  City,  UT,  SkyWest 

13.  Central/Circle,  AK,  Warbelows 

14.  Chatham/ Funter  Bay,  AK,  WardAir 

15.  Clarksburg/Morgantown,  WV,  USAir  Express 

16.  Clovis,  NM,  Mesa 

17.  Cordova  (5  Points),  AK,  Alaska  Airlines 

18.  Cortez,  CO,  Mesa 

19.  Crescent  City,  CA,  WestAir 

20.  Danville,  VA,  CCAir 

21.  Devils  Lake/ Jamestown,  ND,  Great  Lakes 

22.  Dodge  City  (7  Points),  KS/CO,  Air  Midwest 

23.  El  Dorado/Camden,  AR,  Lone  Star 

24.  Elkins,  WV,  Colgan 

25.  Ely,  NV,  SkyWest 

26.  Enid/Ponca  City,  OK,  Lone  Star 

27.  Fairmont/Worthington/Mankato,  MN,  GP  Express 

28.  Fergus  Falls,  MN,  Great  Lakes 

29.  Ft.  Leonard  Wood,  MO,  Trans  States 

30.  Galesburg,  IL,  Direct  Air 

31.  Glasgow/Wolf  Point,  MT,  Big  Sky 

32.  Glendive/Miles  City,  MT,  Big  Sky 

33.  Harrison/Hot  Springs,  AR,  Lone  Star 

34.  Hastings/Kearney,  NE,  GP  Express 


383, 

859 

36, 

814 

485, 

387 

665, 

968 

72, 

211 

1,132, 

344 

490, 

718 

695, 

054 

990 

038 

401 

179 

28 

694 

127 

188 

26 

,668 

6 

558 

820 

,028 

517 

,996 

1,133 

,201 

402 

,331 

305 

,374 

328 

,650 

397 

,151 

2,038 

,548 

850 

,472 

360 

673 

808 

134 

831 

512 

605 

508 

237 

490 

257 

287 

625 

139 

740 

765 

509 

678 

1,585 

116 

281 

037 

*/  This  list  of  communities  is  comprised  of  those  eligible 
communities  whose  air  carrier  was  compensated  to  provide  EAS 
as  of  May  1,  1993.   Changes  to  this  list  occur  as  other 
eligible  points  (there  are  a  total  of  about  700  eligible 
points)  begin  to  require  subsidy  to  support  their  EAS  and 
eligible  communities  on  this  list  become  self-sufficient, 
thereby  ending  the  need  for  further  subsidization. 
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(continued) 

37.  Havre/Lewistown,  MT,  Big  Sky  1,000,698 

38.  Healy  LeJce,  AK,  40-Mile  27,762 

39.  Hot  Springs,  VA,  Colgan  505,220 

40.  Hyannis,  MA,  Colgan  175,442 

41.  Jonesboro,  AR,  Lone  Star  566,982 

42.  Kearney/McCook,  NE,  GP  Express  959,003 

43.  Keene,  NH/Rutland,  VT,  Skymaster  833,754 

44.  Kingman/ Prescott,  AZ,  Mesa  387,200 

45.  Kirksville,  MO,  Redwing  384,581 

46.  Laconia,  NH,  Skymaster  452,008 

47.  Laramie,  WY,  Mesa  124,184 

48.  Laurel/Hattiesburg,  MS,  GP  Express  332,984 

49.  Liberal,  KS-Wichita,  KS,  Air  Midwest  194,346 

50.  Manistee/Ludington,  MI,  Great  Lakes  172,789 

51.  Massena/Ogdensburg,  NY,  Chautauqua  225,824 

52.  Mattoon/Charleston/Mt.  Vernon,  XL,  Direct  Air   590,008 

53.  May  Creek/McCarthy,  AK,  Ellis  Air  Taxi  55,238 

54.  Menominee,  MI/Marinette,  WI,  Great  Lakes  191,400 

55.  Merced,  CA,  WestAir  547,289 

56.  Moab,  UT,  Alpine  462,194 

57.  Moses  Lake,  WA,  Horizon  250,776 

58.  Muncie/Anderson/New  Castle,  IN,  Direct  Air  603,894 

59.  Muscle  Shoals/Tuscaloosa,  AL,  GP  Express  665,968 

60.  Nyac,  AK,  Ryan  6,550 

61.  Oil  City,  PA,  Crown  339,863 

62.  Ottumwa,  lA,  Great  Lakes  276,124 

63.  Page,  AZ,  Skywest  288,298 

64.  Paris,  TX,  Lone  Star  493,740 

65.  Ponce,  PR,  Executive  Air  Charter  250,465 

66.  Santa  Maria,  CA,  WestAir  196,737 

68.  Scottsbluff /North  Platte,  NE,  GP  Express  696,462 

69.  Seward,  AK,  Harbor  61,748 

70.  Sidney/Glendive/Miles  City,  MT,  Big  Sky  1,757,272 

71.  Silver  City,  NM,  Mesa  483,644 

72.  Stockton,  CA,  Mesa  485,692 

73.  Terre  Haute,  IN,  Simmons  722,758 

74.  Topeka,  KS,  Air  Midwest  108,724 

75.  Trenton,  NJ,  Jet  Express  416,267 

76.  Vernal,  UT,  SkyWest  513,696 
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77. 
78. 
79. 
80. 
81. 


Water town,  NY,  Chautauqua  71,219 

Williston,  ND,  Great  Lakes  203,246 

Worland,  WY,  Mesa  404,354 

Yankton,  SD,  Great  Lakes  425,711 

12  Kodiak  Island  Bush  Pts.,  AK,  MarkAir  Exp.    117.866 

Subtotal  of  Long-Term  Rates   $  37,208,750 


Other  Projected  Subsidy  Obligations 

Expected  Subsidy  Rate  Adjustments  and 

Carrier  Selections  in  FY  1994 
Estimated  FY  1994  Hold-in  Compensation 


$     391,250  */ 
$   1.000.000 


Total  Projected  FY  1994  Obligations  $  38,600,000 


^7  Since  about  half  of  the  above  subsidy  rates  will  expire 
during  FY  1994,  this  amount  represents  a  provision  for 
inflationary  cost  increases  that  cannot  be  anticipated  at 
this  time.   In  addition  these  funds  would  be  used  to 
subsidize  any  eligible  points  not  currently  requiring 
subsidy  support  that  begin  to  require  such  support  to  the 
extent  that  they  exceed  the  amounts  saved  from  points  coming 
off  subsidy. 
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RECEPTION  AND  REPRESENTATION  FUNDS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  the  obligation  of  reception 
and  representation  funds  as  shown  on  page  1077  of  last  year's  hear- 
ing record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

RECEPTION  AND  REPRESENTATION  OBLIGATIONS 


Mode 


Obligations 


1991  actual 

1992  actual 

1993  to  date ' 

1,340 
1,248 

1,093 

100 

179 

531 

6,200 

3,149 

3,890 

433 

22,790 

0 
275 

1,185 

335 

6,200 

17 

0 

3,277 

3,608 

600 

•  3,950 

162 

350 

0 

20,035 

1,926 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

Federal  Transit  Administration 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

United  States  Coast  Guard 

Maritime  Administration 

Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration. 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

Total,  Department  of  Transportation.... 
■  Actual  as  of  Marcti  31. 


38,271 


38,365 


6.257 


MINORITY  BUSINESS  RESOURCE  CENTER 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  why  the  minority  business  resource 
center  has  an  unobligated  carryover  of  $9,305,000  as  shown  on  page 
3  of  the  justifications. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Approximately  $4.4  million  of  the  carryover  resulted  from  recoveries  of  prior 
years  obligations.  The  recoveries  resulted  from  the  liquidation  of  Telacu  Investment 
Company,  a  Minority  Enterprise  Small  Business  Investment  Company  (MESBIC)  by 
the  Small  Business  Administration  (SBA)  and  repayment  of  funds  on  deposit  at  Cap>- 
ital  Bank.  N.A.  in  Weishington.  The  remainder  of  the  carryover  was  primarily  due 
to  a  management  decision  to  maintain  a  minimal  level  of  new  program  funding  for 
the  Minority  Business  Resource  Center  (MBRC)  until  the  material  weaknesses  iden- 
tified for  several  MBRC  programs  were  corrected.  The  material  weaknesses  were 
identified  during  a  management  control  review  completed  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Federal  Manager's  Financial  Integrity  Act  of  1982.  The  review 
was  completed  during  fiscal  year  1991  and  the  material  weaknesses  were  corrected 
in  fiscal  year  1992.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  level  of  expenditures  will  increase  sig- 
nificantly in  fiscal  year  1993  and  1994  now  that  the  material  weaknesses  have  been 
corrected.  For  example  the  unobligated  balance  as  of  March,  1993  was  only  $4.6  mil- 
lion. 

MBRC  STUDENT  TRAINING  AND  EDUCATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  October,  1992,  seven  grants  totaling  $560,000  were 
awarded  by  the  Office  of  Small  and  Disadvantaged  Business  Utili- 
zation to  historically  black  colleges  and  universities  under  the  "stu- 
dent training  and  education"  program.  What  is  this  program? 
Where  is  it  included  in  the  budget?  And  by  what  criteria  are  the 
grants  made? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  "Student  Training  and  Education  Program"  (STEP)  utilizes  the  resources  of 
the  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities  (HBCUs)  to  develop  and  implernent 
educational  programs  designed  to  enhance  disadvantaged  business  enterprises' 
(DBEs)  knowledge  of  the  transportation  field.  This  increase  in  knowledge  and  skills 
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will  assist  DBEs  in  competing  successfully  for  transportation-related  contracts.  In 
addition,  STEP  emphasizes  the  education  and  training  of  minority  students  and  en- 
courages them  to  become  owners  and  managers  of  transportation-related  DBEs, 
thereby  attracting  more  of  the  nation's  young  talent  into  transportation-related  ca- 
reers through  their  academic  studies  and  through  practical  work  experience  in  both 
the  public  and  private  sectors. 

The  STEP  provides  on-the-job  training  and  educational  experiences  designed  to  in- 
crease student  awareness  of  and  interest  in  transportation-related  career  opportuni- 
ties. Activities  to  be  completed  include  development  of  internships,  transportation 
lecture  series/curriculum,  and  faculty  fellowships. 

This  program  is  funded  through  the  unobligated  balances  of  the  Minority  Busi- 
ness Resource  Center. 

The  universities  were  chosen  in  a  nationwide  competitive  selection  process.  The 
following  criteria  were  used  to  select  HBCUs  for  the  program: 

1.  the  emphasis  that  the  proposal  placed  on  students  and  including  students  as 
part  of  the  effort; 

2.  the  ability  of  the  university  to  accomplish  the  task  in  the  framework,  funding 
limits  and  time  constraints  of  the  program; 

3.  the  feasibility  of  implementing  the  proposal  and  likelihood  of  success  of  the  pro- 
posed course  of  action; 

4.  indications  of  support  from  public  and  private  partners  on  this  effort;  and 

5.  the  extent  of  transportation  activity  ongoing  at  the  University. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  these  grants  by  school  and 
dollar  amount. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Following  is  a  listing  of  these  grants,  by  school  and  dollar  amount: 

Howard  University,  Washington,  DC $80,000 

Fisk  University,  Nashville,  TN 80,000 

Florida  A&M  University,  Tallahassee,  FL 80,000 

Jackson  State  University,  Jackson,  MS 80,000 

Langston  University,  Langston,  OK 80,000 

Southern  University  at  New  Orleans,  LA 80,000 

Texas  Southern  University,  Houston,  TX 80,000 

BOARD  OF  CONTRACT  APPEALS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  tables  showing  historical  work  load 
of  the  Contract  Appeals  Board,  as  provided  on  pages  1092-1094  of 
last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
BOARD  OF  CONTRACT  APPEALS 

Table  1 .  -  Summary  of  Current  Appeals 
Cumulative  Activity  -  6/30/92  -  4/16/93 


TABLE  1 


Originating 
In 

FAA 

USCG 

FHWA 

FRA 

NHTSA 

SLSDC 

RSPA 

MARAD 

FTA 

OST 

Non-DOT 
DOJ* 
ITC** 
NSF*** 
TOTALS 


APPEALS 

On  Docket 

On  Docket 

6/30/92 

Received 

Closed 

4/16/93 

18 

37 

26 

29 

54 

22 

17 

59 

2 

2 

1 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

89 

5 

46 

48 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22 

22 

15 

29 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

_Q 

187 

89 

106 

170 

Department  of  Justice 
International  Trade  Commission 
*•*  National  Science  Foundation 


* 
** 
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TABLE  2 


FY 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
BOARD  OF  CONTRACT  APPEALS 

Table  2. 

Historical  Review  of  Appeals  Received  and  Closed 

By  Fiscal  Year 


APPEALS 
RECEIVED 


APPEALS 
CLOSED 


ON  DOCKET 
END  OF  FY 


41 

58' 

52 

68 

55 

47 

56 

47 

48 

72 

58 

Average 

34 

Average 

95 

Ann.  =  67 

32 

Ann  =  65.7 

79 

84 

100 

75 

84 

83 

82 

97 

62 

88 

123 

59 

70 

isr 

91 

85 

163 

139 

152 

150 

142 

149 

143 

120 

Average 

147 

Average 

116 

118 

Ann.  =  119.1 

88 

Ann.  =  116.6 

146 

125 

118 

153 

97 

120 

130 

110 

74 

166 

245 

166 

245 

107 

139 

214 

85 

139 

160 

6r 

57* 

'  Statistics  on  appeals  received  and  closed  for  FY  1967,  the  year  the  Board  was  established,  and 
FY  1968,  are  unknown. 

'  The  "On  Docket"  column  commencing  with  FY  1981  (10/1/80)  was  adjusted  to  increase  the 
existing  on  docket  number  by  45  appeals  which  were  not  received  during  the  prior  year  but 
constituted  a  corrective  adjustment  in  earlier  docketing  of  45  appeals  which  should  have  been 
docketed  separately,  since  each  claim  was  the  subject  of  a  separate  Contracting  Officer  final  decision. 
(Annual  Report  to  the  Secretary  dated  November  9,  1981.) 

'  Total  appeals  received  in  FY  1993  to  4/16/93. 

*  Total  appeals  closed  in  FY  1993  to  4/16/93. 
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STATUS  OF  DIRECT  LOANS 

69-0102-0-1-407 

Cumulative  balance  of  direct  loans  outstanding: 

1210  Outstanding,  start  of  year 

Write-offs  for  default: 

1263  Direct  loans  (-) 

1264  Other  adjustments,  net  (-) 

1290  Outstanding,  end  of  year 


1992  actual 


12,835 

-752 
-4,399 


7,684 


1993  estimate 


7,684 


7,684 


1994  estimate 


7,684 


7,684 


WORKING  CAPITAL  FUND  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  working  capital  fund  staff- 
ing, as  shown  on  page  1119  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by  delet- 
ing 1984  and  adding  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

WORKING  CAPITAL  FUND  STAFFING 

1985  1986  1987  1988  1989  1990  1991  1992  1993  1994 

Authorized  positions 346     318     309     309     311     311     304     331     334     332 

FTE  ceiling 330     314     291     308     317     317     310     338  >  351   '  340 

End-of-year  ITP 299     279     284     301     306     302     311     316     334     332 

'  Includes  non-ceiling  FTE  of  10  in  FY  1993  and  4  in  FY  1994. 

WORKING  CAPITAL  FUND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  Working  Capital  Fund  re- 
imbursements by  mode,  as  shown  on  pages  1120-1122,  by  updating 
1992  and  1993  and  adding  1994  estimates. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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REIMBURSABLES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  OST  salaries  and  expenses 
reimbursables,  as  shown  on  page  1124  of  last  year's  hearing  record, 
by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  REINBUKSABLES 
[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Off <e«  and  Prograa 


fY  1993 
cstiaated 


FY  1994 
cstinated 


Policy  and  Intamational  Affairs: 

Regional  Transport  Devalnptnt  Transport  Sector  Technical  Assistance 

Grant  Project  (Agency  for  International  Bevel opawnt) 

Technical  Wanagt—nt,  Training,  and  Financial  Assistance  in  the 

Field  of  Transportation  (Saudi  Arabia) 

Transportation  Policy  Advisory  Coasittee 


S«i>total . 


264 

2,240 
188 

2,692 


298 

1,979 
0 

2,277 


General  Counsel:  Manors  and  Inspector  General  (Attorneys). 


419 


366 


Secretarial  Offices: 

Office  of  Drug  Enforccawnt  and  Prograa  Ccapliancc 

Anti-Drug  Infonaation  Center 

Contract  Appeals  Hearings 

Alternative  Dispute  Resolution  (Office  of  Civil  Rights). 

Office  of  Interaedalis* 

Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics 


St^tetal . 


ainistration: 

Internal  Drug  Testing 

Training  Prograv 

Transit  Fare  Subsid)^ 

Systeas  Devel opatnt 

Meter  Nail 

Uorkforce  Diversity 

A^inistrativ*  Imu  Judges. 
Other 


Subtotal . 

Public  Affairs: 

Newsletter.. 


756 

801 

455 

0 

50 

50 

15 

0 

750 

1088 

6,800 

0 

8,826 


srxsssssx 


1,939 


2,483 

5,284  /I 

607 

585 

2.177 

2,450 

1,025 

0 

1.433 

1,030 

1,998 

2,727  /2 

997 

550 

250 

1.212 

10.970 

13,838 

zzasssxsB 

sxssxesac 

279 


UO 


Budget  and  PrograM: 

Strategic  Planning 

National  Tochnical  Initiative. 


StMotal. 
Total  "StE.. 


132 

0 

70 

0 

202 

0 

am» ■«»»»« 

saxsxssss 

23,388 

18.860 

/I  FT  1994  astiaate  includes  S2,378,000  for  iaplaacntation  of  the  alcohol  progra 
/2  FT  1994  increase  is  priaarily  due  to  new  course  devel  np—nt. 
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ADVISORY  COMMITTEES 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  and  cost  data  for  DOT  advi- 
sory committees  shown  on  pages  1126-1131  of  last  year's  hearing 
record  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1994.  Please 
place  an  asterisk  or  similar  notation  next  to  those  committees 
planned  for  elimination  pursuant  to  the  executive  order  issued  in 
February  1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Adviaory  Coailtt*** 

(tn  dollars) 


1992 

Adiin.    CoMittM  Naae  ActvMl 

FHUA     Intelligent  Vehicle/ Highway  Systea  (IVHS)  1_/ 200,000 

National  Motor  Carrier 22,000 

Scenic  Byways  1_/ — 

National  Recreational  Trails  1_/ -*- 

Infrastructure  Investnent  2_/ — 

Sii>total 222,000 

NHTSA    Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Research 300 

National  Driver  Register  1_/ 9,440 

Task  Force  on  Motor  Vehicle  Titling  \J 

Sii>total 9,740     79,500      85,300 

FTA      Technology  Developaent  1_/ 26,726     14,100      16,000 

Charter  Services  1  / 1,338       900      3_/ 


1993 

1994 

EstiMte 

Estinate 

90,000 

90,000 

32,600 

50,000 

15.850 

5.000 

28,500 

30,000 

105,450 

V 

272,400 

175,000 

300 

300 

9,200 

3_/ 

70,000 

85,000 

Si4>total 28,064     15,000      16,000 

CG       Chemical  Transportation 2,480 

Coast  Guard  Academy 11,260 

Houston/Galveston  Navigation  Safety  1_/ 2,000 

Lower  Mississippi  Waterway  Saftey  1_/ 2,600 

National  Boating  Safety  1_/ 26,300 

National  Offshore  Safety 700 

New  York  Harbor  Traffic  Management 2,124 

Navigation  Safety  1_/ 29,000 

Towing  Safety  1_/ 1,635 

Coanercial  Fishing  Industry  1_/ 41,500 

Merchant  Marine  Personnel — 

Sii>total 119,599    102,600     121,700 

FAA      Air  Traffic  Procedures 800 

Radio  Technical  Conmission  for  Aeronautics 120,000 

National  Aviation  Security 5,000 

System  Capacity 1,500 

Aviation  Rulemaking 27,000 

Pi  lot  Shortage 64,316 

Civil  Tiltrotor  Development — 

Subtotal 218,616    217,100     275,800 


700 

1,600 

5,000 

3-/ 

1,700 

2.500 

1,700 

3.000 

24,900 

26,000 

400 

1,000 

1,200 

2,200 

29.000 

30,000 

1.000 

1,400 

25,000 

27,000 

12,000 

27,000 

800 

800 

100,000 

220,000 

3,500 

3,700 

1,500 

3_/ 

50,000 

50,000 

60.000 

3_/ 

1.300 

1,300 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRAHSPORTATtON 

AdvUory  Coonittees 

(<n  dollars) 


AAiin.    Conmftte*  ttMw 

SLSDC    Safnt  Laurence  Seaway  Developnent  Corporation  1_/.. 
Subtotal 


RSPA     Technical  Hazardous  Liquid  Pipeline  Safety  1_/. 
Technical  Pipeline  Safety  Standards  1_/ 


OST      Aircraft  Accessibility 

Connercial  Space  Transportation 

Minority  Business  Resource  Center  1_/. 


Subtotal 

6TS  Advisory  Council  on  Transportation  Statistics. 

Sii>total 

Contingency  for  Additional  Requirements 

Grand  Total 


1_/  Required  by  statute. 

2_/  Statutory  earmark 

3_/  Proposed  for  termination. 


1992 
ACTUAL 

1993 
Estimate 

1994 
Estimate 

5.846 

5,200 

5,500 

5,846 

3,877 
4,864 

5,200 

6,900 
8,800 

5,500 

15,000 
15,000 

Subtotal 8,741     15,700      30,000 


10,902 

9,400 

3_/ 

4,280 

2.400 

2.500 

3,219 

3.200 

3.200 

18,401 

15,000 

5,700 

... 

... 

12,500 

... 

... 

12,500 

... 

77,500 

72,500 

=ss======s 

s«===3es= 

========== 

631,007 

800,000 

800,000 
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(TH«  fellOHing  additional  Inforaation  uas  providad:] 


DCrMTNENT  OF  TIMSMRTATION 
Advisory  CoflBittcas 


1995  1991  1993  1994  1994  1994 

Adain.  Ccaaittaa  Naa*                                Fad-Naa    Non-Fed    aon-Naa  Fed-Ncai  Non-Fad    Non-Nea 

FMM    Inlalliganl  Vahicla/Ni^uay  Systea  (IVHS)  ^J 7  310  --■  7  310 

National  Hotor  Carriar ---  2S  ---  ---  24 

Scenic  Byways  1_/ 6  11  -—  6  11 

National  Dacreationat  Trails  1_/ 1  12  ---  2  12 

Infrastructura  Invastaent  2_/ ---  6  ---  3  /  3  /      3  / 

S\ibtotal 14  364  ---  15  357 

NNTSA   Motor  Vetiicle  Safety  Research 2  13  ---  2  13 

National  Driver  Register  1_/ ---  15  ---  3  /  3  /       3  / 

Task  Force  on  Motor  Vehicle  Titling  1_/ 4  24  ---  4  24 

Subtotal 6  52  ---  6  37 

FTA    Technology  Develn|awrt  1_/ ---  32  3  ---  32        3 

'     Charter  Services  1_/ 1  24  ---  3_/  3  /       3_/ 

Silitotal 1  56  3  ---  32        3 

CG     Chcaical  Transportation —  25  -•-  -•-  25      — 

Coast  Guard  Acadaay —  8  ---  3/  3_/       3/ 

Houston/Galveston  Navigation  Safety  1_/ ---  18  ---  ---  18 

Lower  Mississippi  Waterway  Saftey  1_/ ---  24  ---  ---  24 

National  Boating  Safety  1_/ 1  20  ---  1  20 

National  Offshore  Safety ---  13  ---  ---  13 

New  York  Harijor  Traffic  Manageaent 1  17  ---  1  17 

Navigation  Safety  1/ 1  20  ---  1  20 

Towing  Safety  1_/ ---  16  ---  ---  16 

Coaaercial  Fishing  Industry  1_/ ---  17  ---  ---  17 

Merchant  Marina  Personnel ---  19  ---  —  19 

subtotal 3  197  ---  3  189 

FAA    Air  Traffic  Procedures 9  22  ---  9  22 

Radio  Technical  Coaiission  for  Aeronautics 9  135  --•  9  135 

National  Aviation  Security 11  21  -•■  11  21 

Systea  Capacity ---  29  ---  3_/  3_/       3_/ 

Aviation  Rultaaking ---  61  ---  ---  61 

Pilot  Shortage 3  16  '  3_/  J_/       3_/ 

Civil  Tiltrotor  Oevelopaent 5  19  ---  5  19 

1  

Sdatotal 37  303  1  34  258 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Advisory  CoMiitteei 


1993  1993  1993  1994  1994  1994 

Adnin.     Cooaittee  Nav                                                                              Fed-Men  Non-Fed        Non-Men  Fed-Men  Non-Fed        Non-Hen 

SLSOC       Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Developraent  Corporation  1_/..  ---  5  ---  ---  5 

Sii>total ...  5  ...  ...  J 

RSPA    Technical  Haiardou*  Liquid  Pipeline  Safety  1_/ 2  13  ...  2  I3 

Technical  Pipeline  Safety  Standards  !_/ 1  u  ..-  1  14 

Sliitotal J  27  ...  3  27 

OST    Aircraft  Accessibility 6  14  2  3/  3/       3/ 

Connercial  Space  Transportation —  25       25 

Minority  Business  Resource  Center  1_/ ...  5  ...  ...  5 

Sii>total 6  44  2  ...  30 

8TS    Advisory  CouKil  on  Transportation  Statistics ---  6  ..-  .--  6 

Subtotal ...  4  ...  ...  4 

Grand  Total 70  i_054  6  61  941        3 


1_/  Required  by  statute. 

2_/  Statutory  earmark 

3_/  Proposed  for  tennination. 
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(Tlw  fotlonlng  additional  Inforaitlan  im  provldad:] 


OEPAITMEMT  Of  TIAHSPOITATIIM 
(In  dollart) 


1993       1993       199*       1994 
CoHilttM  MaK  Pers/Tv(     Other    Pert/Tvl     Other 

Intelligent  Vehicle/Hifhiny  Systea  (IVNS) 

National  Motor  Carrier 

Scenic  Byuays  !_/ 

National  aecreationat  Traila  \J 

Infrastructure  Inveataent  2_/ 

Sil)total 1*7,050    125,350    85,800    89,200 

Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Research 

National  Driver  Register  \J 9,000 

Task  Force  on  Motor  Vehicle  Titling  \J 70,000 


10,000 

80,000 

10,000 

80,000 

26,600 

6,000 

42.800 

7,200 

15,000 

850 

5,000 

... 

25,000 

3,500 

28,000 

2,000 

70,450 

35,000 

V 

V 

300 

300 

200 

85,000 

V 

Subtotal 79,000       500     85,000 

Technology  Developaent 

Charter  Services  1/ 

S«i>total 

CheMical  Transportat ion 

Coast  Guard  Acadearv 

Houston/Galveston  Navigation  Safety  1_/ 

Loner  Mississippi  Uatemay  Saftey  \J 

National  Boating  Safety  1/ 

National  Offshore  Safety 

New  York  Harbor  Traffic  Nanagenent 

Navigation  Safety  1_/ ■ 

ToMing  Safety  \J 

Coaaercial  Fishing  Industry  \J 

Merchant  Marine  Persomel 

Subtotal 90,400     12,200    103,500     18,200 

Air  Traffic  Procedures 

Radio  Technical  Ccmission  for  Aeronautics 

National  Aviation  Security 

Systea  Capacity 

Aviation  Ruleaaking 

Pi  I ot  Shortage 

Civil  Tiltrotor  Developaent 


7,300 

6,800 

12,100 

3,900 

... 

900 

3./ 

3_/ 

7,300 

7,700 

12,100 

3,900 



700 

... 

1,600 

5,000 

3  / 

3./ 

... 

1,700 

... 

2,500 

... 

1,700 

3,000 

23,400 

1,500 

24,500 

1,500 

... 

400 

1,000 

... 

1,200 

... 

2,200 

28,000 

1,000 

29,000 

1,000 

... 

1,000 

... 

1,400 

23,0CO 

2,000 

25,000 

2,000 

11,000 

1,000 

25,000 

2,000 

aoo 

... 

800 

100,000 

... 

220,000 

3,500 

... 

3,700 

1,500 

3  / 

3  / 

50.00C 

... 

50,000 

60,000 

3./ 

3./ 

1,300 

1,300 

Subtotal ---    217,100       -■-    275,800 
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ite*'.^ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Advisory  Comnittees 

(in  dollars) 

1993  1993  1994  1994 

A*iin.   Conmittee  Name                             Pers/Tvl  other  Pers/Tvl  other 

SLSOC   Saint  Laurence  Seauay  Oevelopment  Corporation 5,000  200  5,250  250 

Subtotal 5,000  200  5,250  250 

RSPA    Technical  Hazardous  Liquid  Pipeline  Safety  1_/ 5,700  1,200  13,300  1,700 

Technical  Pipeline  Safety  Standards  yj 7,600  1,200  13,300  1,700 

SiAtotal 13,300  2,400  26,600  3,400 

OST     Aircraft  Accessibility 3,200  6,200  3  /  3  / 

Commercial  Space  Transportation ---  2,400  ---  2,500 

Minority  Business  Resource  Center  1_/ 3,200  --•  3,200 

Subtotal 6,400  8,600  3,200  2,500 

STS     Advisory  Counci  L  on  Transportation  Statistics ---  —  •--  12,500 

Subtotal ---  ...  ...  12,500 

=ss=-£Es  8as===ss3  BZSSSX3SS  sssascssx 

Grand  Total 548,450  374,050  321,450  406,050 


1_/  Required  by  statute. 

ZJ   Statutory  earmark 

3_/  Proposed  for  termination. 


649 


EXECUTIVE  TRAINING 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  executive  level  training 
requested  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  by  mode.  Please  include 
the  course  name,  number  of  persons  budgeted,  cost  per  person, 
number  of  days  and  total  cost  for  the  course. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Office  of  the  Secretary 

Executive  Level  Training 

FY  1994 


COURSE 

Leadership  Training 

Transportation  Issues 

SES  Candidate  Development 
Program  (CDP)  Needs 

SES  CDP  Required  Training 

Executive  Forum 

Total 


COST/ 
♦  PERSOffS      PERSON       #  OF  DAYS     TOTAL  COST 


2 

$650 

5 

$1,300 

9 

$2,100 

3 

$18,900 

t 

14 

$909 

6 

$12,726 

14 

$3,000 

10 

$42,000 

6 

$800 

3 

$4,800 
$79,726 

651 

Office  of  Inspector  General 

Execntive  Level  Training 

FY  1994 


COtJRSE 


COST/ 
*  PERSONS      PERSON       #  OF  DATS     TOTAL  COST 


Transportation  Issues 


$2,100 


$6,300 


Execntive  Fonun 


$800 


$1,600 


Total 


$7,900 
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United  States  Coast  Guard 
Executive  Level  Training 
FY  1994 


COURSE 


COST/ 
»  PERSONS      PERSON       ♦  OF  DAYS     TOTAL  COST 


Transportation  Issues 


$2,100 


$10,500 


SES  CDP  Common 

Needs 

3 

$909 

6 

$2,727 

Orientation  for  New 

. 

SES  Members 

1 

$200 

2 

$200 

Executive  Seminar  Ctr. 

3 

$2,175 

14 

$6,525 

Federal  Executive  Inst. 

1 

$6,500 

20 

$6,500 

Executive  Forum 

5 

$800 

3 

$4,000 

Total 

$30,452 
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Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Executive  Level  Training 
FY  1994 


COURSE 

Leadership  Training 

Transportation  Issues 

SES  CDP  Common 
Needs 

Federal  Executive  Inst. 

Executive  School 

Executive  School  II 

Managing  the  Total 
Organization 

View  from  Capitol  Hill 

Managing  Critical 
Resources 

Mastering  Visionary 
Leadership 

Executive  Seminar  Ctr. 


COST/ 
»  PERSONS      PERSON       »  OF  DAYS     TOTAL  COST 


3 

$650 

5 

$1,950 

11 

$2,100 

3 

$23,100 

44 

$5,764 

36 

$253,616 

9 

$6,500 

20 

$58,500 

10 

$1,000 

10 

$10,000 

10 

$500 

5 

$5,000 

18 

$5,000 

10 

$90,000 

18 

$600 

4 

$10,800 

12 

20 
5 


$2,500 

$2,400 
$2,000 


5 
10 


$30,000 

$48,000 
$10,000 


Executive  Seminar  In 
FAA  Vision 

Congressional 
Testimony 

Ebcecutlve  Forum 

Total 


14 

21 
12 


$1,015 

$1,200 
$800 


3 
3 


$14,210 

$25,200 

$9,600 

$589,976 
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Federal  Highway  Administration 
Executive  Level  Training 
FY  1994 


COURSE 

Leadership  Training 

Transportation  Issues 

SES  CDP  Common 
Needs 

Federal  Executive  Inst. 

Executive  Seminar  Ctr. 

Brookings  Seminar 

University  Programs 
for  Executives 

Executive  Skills  Sem. 

Executive  Forum 

Total 


COST/ 
#  PERSOIiS      PERSON       »  OF  DAYS     TOTAL  COST 


3 

$650 

5 

$1,950 

4 

$2,100 

3 

$8,400 

12 

$909 

6 

$10,908 

12 

$6,500 

20 

$78,000 

12 

$2,175 

14 

$26,100 

4 

$3,400 

5 

$13,600 

4 

$7,000 

5 

$28,000 

24 

$6,250 

5 

$150,000 

6 

$800 

3 

$4,800 
$321,758 
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Federal  Railroad  Administration 
Executive  Level  Training 
FY  1994 


COURSE 


COST/ 
♦  PERSONS      PERSON       »  OF  DAYS     TOTAL  COST 


Transportation  Issues 


$2,100 


$6,300 


SE^  CDP  Common 

Needs 

2 

$909 

6 

$1,818 

SES  CDP  Required 

2 

$3,000 

10 

$6,000 

Training 

Executive  Forum 


$800 


$2,400 


Total 


$16,518 
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National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
Executive  Level  Training 
FY  1994 


COURSE 


COST/ 
»  PERSONS      PERSON       #  OF  DAYS     TOTAL  COST 


Leadership  Training 

1 

$650 

5 

$650 

Transportation  Issues 

6 

$2,100 

3 

$12,600 

SES  CDP  Common 

Needs 

6 

$909 

6 

$5,454 

SES  CDP  Required 

6 

$3,000 

10 

$18,000 

Training 

Ebcecutive  Fomm 
Total 

6 

$800 

3 

$4,800 
$41,504 
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Federal  Transit  Administration 
Executive  Level  Training 
FY  1994 


COURSE 


COST/ 
»  PERSOIfS      PERSON       »  OF  DAYS     TOTAL  COST 


Leadership  Training 

1 

$650 

5 

$650 

Transportation  Issues 

3 

$2,100 

3 

$6,300 

SES  CDP  Common 

Needs 

2 

$909 

6 

$1,818 

SES  CDP  Required 

Training 

2 

$3,000 

10 

$6,000 

Ebcecutive  Forum 

3 

$800 

$2,400 

Total 


$17,168 
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Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation 
Executive  Level  Training 
FY  1994 


COST/ 
COURSE  » PERSONS      PERSON       » OF  DATS     TOTAL  COST 


Transportation  Issues 
Federal  Executive  Inst. 
Executive  Sentinau*  Ctr. 
Executive  Forum 
Total 


1 

$2,100 

3 

$2,100 

1 

$6,500 

20 

$6,500 

1 

$2,175 

14 

$2,175 

1 

$800 

3 

$800 
$11,575 
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Maritime  Ad  ministration 

Executive  Level  Training 

FY  1994 


COURSE 


COST/ 
♦  PERSONS      PERSON       »  OF  DATS     TOTAL  COST 


Transportation  Issues 


$2,100 


$6,300 


Executive  Forum 


$800 


$2,400 


Total 


$8,700 


660 


Researcli  and  Special  Procrams  Administration 
Executive  Level  Training 
FY  1994 


COURSE 

LeadexBhip  Tndnlnc 

Timnsportatlon  Issues 

SES  CDP  Common 
Reeds 

Federal  Executive  Inst. 

Execatlve  Pomm 

Total 


COST/ 
*  PERSONS      PERSON       §  OF  DATS     TOTAL  COST 


1 

$650 

5 

$650 

3 

$2,100 

3 

$6,300 

1 

$909 

6 

$909 

1 

$6,500 

20 

$6,500 

3 

$800 

3 

$2,400 
$16,759 
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EXECUTIVE  ORDERS  ON  EFFICIENCIES  AND  STREAMUNING  OF 

GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  each  of  the  executive  orders  and  White 
House  memoranda  issued  to  agencies  on  February  10,  1993,  regard- 
ing efficiencies  and  streamlining  of  government  activities. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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IBB  HHITK  nonSB 
Office  of  tti«  Preaa  Secretary 


For  laaediate  Release  rebruary  10,  1993 

ZXECOnVE  OKDZR 


KZDUCnON  OP  100,000  PSDStAL  P08ITI0RS 

By  tue  autbority  vested  in  ae  as  President  by  tbe 
Constitution  and  tbe  lavs  of  tbe  united  States  of  Aaeriea, 
including  section  301  of  title  3,  imited  States  Code, 
section  3301  of  title  5,  united  States  Cede,  and  seo^on  llll  of 
title  31,  United  States  Code,  it  is  bereby  ordered  as  follows: 

fiflSUfin  1.   T.<«i»«  m   Hiring  ffi^jllan  Pereoimel.   Each 
eatecntivtt  departeent  or  agency  vitb  ever  100  e^leyees  shall 
elininata  not  less  than  4  percent  of  its  civilian  personnel 
positions  (Bsasnred  on  a  full-tiae  equivalent  (FTZ)  basis)  over 
tbe  next  3  fiscal  years.  Tbe  positions  shall  be  vacated  through 
attritioa  or  eerly  out  progress  established  at  tbe  discretion  of 
tbe  departaant  and  agency  beads.  At  least  10  percent  of  tbe 
reductions  shall  cose  fros  tbe  Senior  Kxecntive  Service,  GS-15 
and  eS-14  levels  or  equivalent. 

B§Q»  Z*     Covera^ie.  Tbis  order  applies  to  all  executive 
branch  departaents  and  agencies  vitb  over  lOO  espleyees 
(■easured  on  a  FTS  basis) . 

ABC*  1*  Target  bates.  Each  d^artnent  and  agency  shall 
achieve  2S  percent  of  its  total  reductions  by  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1993,  62.5  percent  toy  th»   aad  of  fiscal  year  1994,  and 
100  percent  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995. 


£,     ▼»"'»  *i»^«<tat:ion .   The  Director  of  the  Office  of 
b  and  budget  shall  iooae  datail*d  instroctlona 
regarding  the  ispleeentation  of  this  order,  including  exemptions 
necessary  for  tbe  delivery  of  essential  services  and  cospliance 
vitb  epplicable  law. 

Ilfi.  2.  ''''*^1Tf"'**"*^  Aaeneiea.  All  independent  regulatory 
BO— lesions  and  agencies  are  requested  to  cosply  with  the 
provisions  of  this  order. 

VILXiZaM  J.  CLZHTOK 


10 I  1993. 


#  #  # 
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THE  UHITB  HOUSE 
Office  of  th«  Prccs  secretary 


For  Imtediata  Release  February  lo,  1993 


EXECUTIVE  ORDER 


DBPICIT  CONTROL  AND  PRODUCTIVITy  DfPROVBIEKT 
IM  THE  ADKENXSTRATIOK  OF  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

By  the  authority  vested  In  ae  as  President  by  the 
Constitution  and  the  lavs  of  the  United  States  of  Aaerica, 
Including  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921,  as  aaended 
(31  D.S.C.  1101  fi£  ffig*)f  and  section  301  of  title  3,  United 
Statoa  Code,  and  In  order  to  assist  in  the  control  of  the 
Federal  deficit  and  Inprove  the  adninistratlve  productivity  of 
the  Federal  Oovemnent,  it  is  hereby  ordered  as  follows: 

Section  X'     All  executive  departaents  and  agencies  shall 
inoludo  a  aeparate  category  for  "adDlnistrative  expenses"  when 
subsitting  their  appropriation  requests  to  the  office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (0MB)  for  fiscal  years  1994  through  1997. 
The  Director  of  0MB  (Director),  in  consultation  with  the 
agencies,  shall  establish  and  revise  as  necessary  a  definition 
of  ndelnistrative  expeneea  for  the  agencies.   All  questions 
regarding  the  definition  of  adBlnistrative  expenses  shall  be 
resolved  by  the  Director. 

jgftC.  Z'     A*  purpose  of  this  order  is  to  achieve  real 
reductions  In  the  adslnlatrative  costs  of  Federal  agencies. 
In  order  to  aocoaplish  that  goal,  agencies  shall  sufanlt  budgets 
that  reflect  the  following  reductions  froB  the  fiscal  year  1993 
baseline: 

(a)  Fee  fiseal  year  1994,  all  agencies  shall  sufanlt 
budget  requests  that  reflect  no  less  than  a  3  percent  reduction 
in  adninlstrstlve  expenses  froa  the  amount  Bade  available  for 
fiscal  year  1993  adjostsd  for  Inflation; 

(b)  For  fiscal  year  1995,  all  agencies  shall  submit  budget 
requests  that  reflect  no  less  than  a  6  percent  reduction  in 
administrative  expenses  from  the  amounts  made  available  for 
fiscal  year  1993  adjusted  for  inflation; 

(c)  For  fiscal  year  1996,  all  agencies  shall  submit 
budget  requests  that  reflect  no  less  than  a  9  percent  reduction 
In  administrative  expenses  from  the  amounts  m«u3e  available  for 
fiscal  year  1993  adjusted  for  inflation; 

(d)  For  fieoal  year  1997,  all  agencies  shall  submit  budget 
requests  that  reflect  no  less  than  a  14  percent  reduction  in 
adalnlstratlve  eiqpenses  froa  the  aaounts  aade  available  for 
fiscal  year  1993  adjusted  for  inflation. 


664 


fiflS.  2.   nt*  Oiraetor  shall  r«vl«v  agvncy  r*qu«sts  for 
adnlnlatratlva  axpansaa.  The  Dlractor  ahall  anatara  that  all 
agency  raquaata  for  such  axpanaas  ara  radaoed  in  accordanca  with 
saction  2.  To  tha  axtant  that  any  aganoy  fails  to  coaply  with 
tha  Bandatas  of  saction  2,   tha  Diraotor  is  authorizad  to  reduce 
tha  raquast  for  adainistrativa  ascpanaaa  In  that  agency's  budget 
to  achlava  the  appropriate  reduction. 

SAS.  i..  All  independent  regulatory  conissions  and 
agencies  are  requested  to  eeeply  with  tha  provisions  of  this 
order. 


THE  VHIVB  BOU8Z, 

February  10,  1993. 
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For  laoMdiattt  RAloas*  Fabruary  lo,  1»03 

BXSCOTZVS  ORDER 


TERMIIUITIOM  MID  LnCTATI<a> 
OF  FEDERAL  AOVX80KZ  CUHHilTEES 

By  th»  autbority  vested  in  aa  as  Presidsnt  by  tha 
Constitution  and  ttie  lavs  o£  tha  unitad  Statas  of  ftaarica, 
inoludin?  tha  Fedaral  Advisory  Oomittaa  &ot  ("FACA"),  as 
amendad  (5  V.S.C.  l^pp*),   it  is  heoraby  ordared  as  Collovst 

Section  1.  Badi  axecntiva  dapartsent  and  agency  shall 
terminate  not  less  t&an  one-third  of  the  advisory  cosaittaes 
sobject  to  FACA  (and  not  required  fay  statute)  that  are  sponsored 
by  the  departaent  or  agency  by  no  later  than  tha  and  of  fiscal 
year  1993. 

fifiS.  a.  Within  90  days,  the  head  of  each  executive 
department  and  agency  shall  subait  to  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget,  for  each  advisory  conaittee  subject  to 
FACA  sponsored  by  that  department  or  agency:   (a)  a  detailed 
justification  for  the  continued  existence,  or  a  brief 
desoription  in  enpport  of  the  termination,  of  any  advisory 
committee  not  required  by  statute;  and  (b)  a  detailed 
recommendation  for  sutanission  to  the  Congress  to  continue  or 
to  terminate  any  advisory  committee  required  by  statute. 
The  Administrator  of  General  Services  shall  prepare  such 
justi£ioatione  and  recu— endations  for  each  advisory  committee 
subject  to  FACA  and  not  sponsored  by  a  department  or  agency. 

fifl£.  2.  Effective  Immediately,  executive  departments 
and  agencies  shall  not  create  or  sponsor  a  nev  advisory 
oomaittee  mbjaet  to  FACA  unless  the  committee  Is  required 
by  statute  or  the  agency  head  (a)  finds  that  compelling 
considerations  necessitate  creation  of  such  a  committee,  and 
(b)  receives  the  approval  of  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget.  Such  approval  shall  be  granted  only 
flparlngly  and  only  if  cov^ellad  by  considerations  of  national 
sec\irity,  health  or  safety,  or  similar  national  interests. 
These  requirements  shall  apply  in  addition  to  the  notice  and 
other  approval  requirements  of  FACA. 

SA£.  a.  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  shall  issue  detailed  instructions  regarding  the 
implementation  of  this  order,  including  exemptions  necessary  for 
the  delivery  of  essential  services  and  compliance  with 
applicable  lav. 

SflC*  £•  All  independent  regulatory  commissions  and 
agencies  are  requested  to  comply  vith  the  provisions  of  this 
order. 


WILLIAM  J.  CXOMTOM 


THE  WHITE  noaSB, 

February  10,  1993. 
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THC  WHITE  HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February  10,  1993 


MBNOMUIDaM  FOR  THB  HKAD8  OF  EXICUTIVB  DXPARIMKNTS  AMD  ACBICXBS 
AND  BfPLOYSBS  OF  THB  BXICUTIVX  OFFZCB  OF 
THB  PRBSZDBNT 

SUBJBCTx       Covm— nt  Fiscal  Rasponslbllity 
and  Raducing  Parquiaitaa 

To  proBota  GovanuMnt  fiscal  rasponsibility  by  cutting  tha 
parquiaitaa  and  axcaaaaa  of  Govamaant  offica,  it  ia  haraby 
ordarad  aa  follotra: 

Saction  1.  Bxacutiva  Dining  Faeilitiaa 

Bxacutiva  dining  faeilitiaa  in  tha  axacutiva  dapartaants 
and  aganciaa  and  tha  Nhita  Houaa  Bxacutiva  Maaa  will  not  ba 
parmittad  haraaftar  to  provida  balow-coat  aaala.  Tha  Offica  of 
Managaaant  and  Budgat,  aftar  conaultation  with  tha  aganciaa  as 
naadad,  vill  davalop  proq^tly  a  plan  and  iasua  any  diractivaa 
raquirad  to  racovar  tha  coata  of  aaala  aarvad  in  thasa  axacutiva 
dining  re 


I  atrongly  support  tha  dacision  of  thoaa  Sacratariaa  iriio  hava 
concludad  that  thay  do  not  naad  an  axacutiva  dining  rooa  for 
tha  conduct  of  thair  aganciaa'  buainaas  and  hava  doaad  and 
convartad  thaa  to  othar  uaaa.  I  tharafora  aa  raquaating  tha 
othar  haada  of  aganciaa  to  raviaw  thair  official  naada  and  cloaa 
voluntarily  axacutiva  dining  faeilitiaa  that  ara  not  aaaantial 
for  tha  ragular  conduct  of  Govamaant  buainaaa. 

Saction  2.  Confarancaa 

Tha  public  intaraat  raquiraa  that  aganciaa  axarciaa  atrict 
fiacal  raaponaibillty  irtian  aalacting  confaranca  aitaa. 
Accordingly,  aganciaa  ara  not  to  aalact  confaranca  aitaa  without 
avaluating  tha  coat  diffarancaa  of  proapactiva  locationa.  Nhan 
agancy  r^praaantativaa  attand  confarancaa  aponsorad  by  othara, 
tha  agancy  auat  kaap  ita  rapraaantation  to  a  ainiaua  conaiatant 
with  aarving  tha  public 'a  intaraat.  Tha  Offica  of  Managaaant 
and  Budgat,  aftar  conaultation  with  tha  aganciaa,  will  iaaua 
furthar  diractivaa  nacaaaary  to  iaplaaant  thia  raquiraaant. 


(J^vWa A^^  ilXjLlL 


667 

THC  WHITE  House 

WASHINGTON 

February  10,  1993 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  HEADS  OF  EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES 
AND  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF 
THE  PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT;       R«strlct«d  Us«  of  Govamn«nt  Aircraft 


Th«  taxpayers  should  pay  no  mors  than  absolutsly  nacsssary  to 
transport  Govarnnant  officials.   Tha  public  should  only  b«  askad 
to  fund  necessltlas,  not  luxuries,  for  its  public  servants. 
I  describe  in  this  memorandua  the  lioilted  circumstances  under 
which  senior  executive  branch  officials  are  authorized  to  use 
Governnent  aircraft. 

In  general.  Government  aircraft  (either  military  or  owned 
and  operated  by  a  particular  agency)  shall  not  be  used  for 
nongovernmental  purposes.   Uses  other  than  those  that  constitute 
the  discharge  of  an  agency's  official  responsibilities  are 
nongovernmental. 

The  Secretary  of  State,  Secretary  of  Defense,  Attorney  General, 
Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  and  the 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence  may  use  Government  aircraft  for 
nongovernmental  purposes,  but  only  upon  reimbursement  at  "full 
coach  fare"  and  with  my  authorization  (or  that  of  my  designated 
representative)  on  the  grounds  that  a  threat  exists  which  could 
endanger  lives  or  when  continuous  24-hour  secure  communication 
is  required. 

When  travel  is  necessary  for  governmental  purposes.  Government 
aircraft  shall  not  be  used  if  commercial  airline  or  aircraft 
(including  charter)  service  is  reasonably  available,  i.e.,  able 
to  meet  the  traveler's  departure  and/or  arrival  requirements 
within  a  24-hour  period,  unless  highly  unusual  circximstances 
present  a  clear  and  present  danger,  an  emergency  exists,  use  of 
Government  aircraft  is  more  cost-effective  than  commercial  air, 
or  other  compelling  operational  considerations  meJce  commercial 
transportation  unacceptable.   Such  authorization  must  be  in 
accordance  with  the  May  22,  1992,  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  Circular  A-I26,  "Improving  the  Management  and  Use  of 
Government  Aircraft."   (The  provisions  and  definitions  of  this 
Circular  are  to  supplement  but  not  replace  the  provisions  in 
this  memorandum.)   In  addition.  Government  funds  shall  not  be 
used  to  pay  for  first-class  travel,  unless  no  other  commercial 
service  is  reasonably  available,  or  such  travel  is  necessary  for 
reasons  of  disability  or  medical  condition. 
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In  ord«r  to  assist  ths  Adninistrator  of  G«n«ral  Ssrvicss 
ovsrsight  of  agsncy  aircraft,  all  uss  of  Govsmasnt  aircraft 
by  ssnior  sxscutiv*  branch  officials  shall  bs  docvtmsntsd  and 
such  docuBsntation  shall  b«  disclossd  to  ths  public  upon  rsqusst 
unlsss  classifisd.   Each  agsncy  and  ths  Exscutivs  Offics  of  ths 
Prssidsnt  shall  rsport  ssaiannually  to  ths  Gsnsral  Ssrvicss 
Adainistration  and  ths  Offics  of  Managsasnt  and  Budgst  data 
rslating  to  ths  anount  of  travsl  on  Govsmasnt  aircraft  by  such 
officials  at  Govsrnasnt  sxpsnss  and  ths  amount  of  rsimburssasnts 
collsctsd  for  travsl  for  nongovsrnasntal  purposss. 

In  addition,  all  agsnciss  ars  dirsctsd  to  rsport  to  0MB  within 
60  days  of  this  msnorandua  on  thsir  continuing  nssd  for  aircraft 
configursd  for  passsngsr  uss  in  thsir  invsntoriss.  0MB,  in 
turn,  shall  svaluats  ths  sufficisncy  and  sffsctivsnsss  of 
currsnt  policiss.   Such  rsvisw  should  includs  a  public  coaasnt 
procsss . 

This  BsiDoranduB  shall  apply  solsly  to  ssnior  sxscutivs  branch 
officials.   For  purposss  of  this  asaorandua,  ssnior  sxscutivs 
branch  officials  ars  civilian  officials  appointsd  by  ths 
Prssidsnt  with  ths  advics  and  conssnt  of  ths  Ssnats,  as  wsll 
as  civilian  saploysss  of  ths  Exscutivs  Offics  of  ths  Prssidsnt. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistancs  in  iaplsasnting  thsss 
rsstrictions. 


[*v.nU>  r^ "T^ 


A.A- 
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THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February  10,  1993 


MSaiORANDON  FOR  THE  HEADS  OF  EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES 
SUBJECT:      Us*  of  Gov«ma«nt  Vehicles 

The  iise  of  Govemaent  vehicles  for  daily  hoae-to-vork 
transportation  of  high-level  executive  branch  officials  is 
a  privilege  designed  to  facilitate  the  efficient  operation 
of  the  Govemaent  and  to  provide  security  to  key  Govemaent 
es^loyees  with  substantial  ailitary  <md  national  security 
responsibilities.  In  the  past,  however,  this  privilege  has 
been  abused  by  certain  executive  branch  officials  and  has  coae 
to  exeaplify  a  Govemaent  out  of  touch  with  the  Aaerican  people. 
Using  such  perquisites  of  office  outside  of  the  scope  of  our 
aission  to  serve  the  public  is  tinacceptable.  Accordingly,  I 
believe  that  there  aust  be  a  strong  presuaption  against  the 
general  granting  of  this  privilege  absent  security  concerns  or 
cofl^elling  operational  necessity. 

The  law  authorizes  ae  to  designate  up  to  six  eaployees  in  the 
Executive  Office  of  the  President  to  receive  daily  hoae-to-work 
transportation  in  Govemaent  vehicles.  In  addition,  the  law 
allows  ae  to  designate  up  to  10  additional  eaployees  of  Federal 
agencies  to  receive  this  benefit.  However,  for  the  reasons 
stated  above,  in  ay  Adainistration,  no  officer  or  eaployee  of 
the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  or  any  other  Federal 
agency  is  authorized  by  ae  to  receive  use  of  a  Govemaent 
vehicle  for  daily  hoae-to-work  transportation  pursuant  to 
31  U.S.C.  1344(b) (l)(B)t(C).  The  only  exceptions,  for 
co^elling  national  security  reasons,  are  the  Assistant  to  the 
President  for  National  Security  Affairs,  the  Deputy  Assistant 
to  the  President  for  National  Security  Affairs,  and  the  Chief 
of  staff  of  the  Nhite  House. 

The  law  also  allows  Cabinet  Secretaries  and  other  Executive 
Level  I  officials  to  authorize  one  principal  deputy  to  use  a 
Govemaent  vehicle  for  daily  hoae-to-work  transportation.  The 
use  of  Govemaent  vehicles  for  this  purpose  is  siaply  not 
appropriate  for  Govemaent  officials  at  this  level  absent 
security  or  operational  requireaents.  Accordingly,  by  this 
aeaoranduB  I  aa  instructing  you  to  refrain  froa  author teing  the 
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us«  of  Gov«mB«nt  v«hicl«s  for  yotir  daputlas  for  daily  hom«-to- 
tfork  transportation.  This  asaorandtn  doss  not  prsvsnt  you  fros 
authorizing  ths  tsi^orary  uss  of  Govsmasnt  vshiclss  in 
accordancs  with  ths  rsquirsasnts  of  ths  law. 

I  furthsr  dirsct  sach  sxscutivs  dspartasnt  or  agsncy  to  rsducs 
ths  nuBbsr  of  sxscutivs  sotor  vshiclss  (sxcspt  armorsd  vshiclss) 
that  it  owns  or  Isasss  by  at  Isast  50  psrcsnt  by  ths  snd  of 
fiscal  ysar  1993.  Each  agsncy  will  rsport  on  its  coi^liancs 
to  ths  Dirsctor  of  ths  Offics  of  Hanagsasnt  and  Budgst  at  that 
tims.   I  ordsr  ths  Dirsctor  of  ths  Offics  of  Managsssnt  and 
Budgst,  in  consultation  with  ths  Administrator  of  Gsnsral 
Ssrvicss,  to  issus  any  furthsr  dirsct ivss  nscsssary  to  iaplsssnt 
this  BSBoranduB  and  to  aonitor  coivliancs. 


Finally,  I  urgs  ths  hsad  of  sach  agsncy  to  strictly  snforcs  ths 
Govsmasntwids  rsgulations  prohibiting  ths  unauthorizsd  uss  of 
Govsmasnt  vshiclss,  including  ths  uss  of  corrsctivs  or 
disciplinary  action  t^srs  appropriats. 


Le-^  U-.  r_- —  TT^ 
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PERSONNEL  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Carr.  Presumably,  the  implementation  of  the  order  reducing 
personnel  saved  PC&B  costs  in  fiscal  year  1993.  How  much  funding 
do  you  estimate  will  be  saved,  and  how  will  those  funds  be  utilized? 

[The  information  follows:] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION-FY  1993  FTE  SAVINGS 

[In  ttMBands  of  doBare] 

iDFTE  Amount 

Adtnin/Accoutrt: 

FHWA 

NHTSA 

FRA 

FTA 

FAA 

CG 

MARAO 

SISOC 

OIG 

RSPA _ 

OST 

Total 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  list  the  title  and  grade,  by  mode,  of  all  FTE  po- 
sitions being  eliminated  during  fiscal  year  1993  and  1994  pursuant 
to  this  executive  order. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  has  not  identified  specific  positions  for  elimination  in  fiscal  year 
1993.  The  FTE  reductions  will  be  accommodated  through  attrition  with  a  goal  of  at 
least  10  percent  of  the  reductions  coming  from  the  Senior  Executive  Service,  GS-15, 
and  GS-14  levels.  Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  protecting  the  "non-ceiling"  cat^ory, 
used  for  stay-in-school,  cooperative  education,  and  summer  hires. 

CONTRACTING  OUT 

Mr.  Carr.  A  November  1991,  GAO  report  found  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  had  been  contracting  out  the  preparation  of  testi- 
mony before  congressional  committees  and  responses  for  the 
record.  GAO  believed  that  such  work  was  inherently  governmental 
and  therefore  should  not  be  contracted  out.  Can  you  assure  us  that 
no  element  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  contracts  out  such 
activities? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  query  of  the  modes  was  conducted  by  the  OST  Budget  Analysts,  within  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation,  and  it  was  disclosed  that  the  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration in  the  past  has  contracted-out  for  clerical  support  to  type  Hearing  inserts, 
and  currently  contract-out  for  editing  support  when  preparing  testimony  before 
Congressional  committees. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  DOMESTIC  TRANSPORTATION 

POUCY 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  18,  your  justifications  show  14  non-profession- 
al positions  for  this  office  and  25  professional  positions.  Why  is  the 
percentage  of  non-professional  staff  higher  in  this  office  than  in 
most  other  OST  offices? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


When  separating  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy  and  Internation- 
al Affairs  into  the  Offices  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Domestic  Transportation 
Policy  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Aviation  and  International  Affairs,  we  re- 
viewed each  position.  On  the  basis  of  this  review  the  positions  were  assigned  to  one 
of  the  two  Assistant  Secretarial  offices.  The  Office  of  Domestic  Transportation 
Policy  reflects  personnel  participating  in  upward  mobility  programs.  This  program 
will  allow  those  individueds  to  make  the  transition  from  non-professional  to  profes- 
sional status  after  successful  completion  of  the  multi-year  program.  This  had  the 
effect  of  making  the  professional  to  non-professional  ratio  appear  disproportionate 
to  the  rest  of  OST. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  AVIATION  AND 
INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  justification  states  that  the  Office  of  Essential  Air 
Service  is  being  transferred  from  the  Office  of  Policy  to  this  office 
in  fiscal  year  1994.  Yet  your  breakdown  of  staffing  by  sub-office  on 
page  20  shows  no  separate  Office  of  Essential  Air  Service.  Please 
explain  how  many  staff  are  requested  for  the  EAS  office  in  fiscal 
year  1994,  how  that  compares  to  fiscal  year  1993,  and  where  they 
show  up  in  the  budgetary  information. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Office  of  Elssential  Air  Service  is  not  reported  as  a  separate  office  in  the  FY 
1994  request.  For  presentation  purposes  the  FTE's  and  funding  are  reflected  in  the 
Office  of  Aviation  Analysis  within  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Aviation 
and  International  Affairs.  The  Elssential  Air  Service  program  has  always  been  and 
will  continue  to  reside  within  this  office.  The  staffing  comparison  is  as  follows: 

Permanent  positions 

FY  1993: 

Professionals 17 

Non-Professionals 4 

Total 21 

FY199I^: 

Professionals 17 

Non-Professionals 4 

Total 21 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  BUDGET  AND  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  budget  request  proposes  to  eliminate  one  posi- 
tion and  two  FTE  in  this  office.  What  specific  positions  and  FTE 
will  be  eliminated,  and  what  are  the  current  functions  of  these 
staff  resources? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  budget  office  proposes  to  eliminate  the  position  of  Special 
Assistant  to  the  Assistant  Secretary. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  budget  request  proposes  to  eliminate  four  FTEs 
in  this  office  in  fiscal  year  1994.  What  specific  FTEs  will  be  elimi- 
nated, and  what  are  the  current  functions  of  these  staff  resources? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  four  positions  to  be  eliminated  by  this  office  follow: 

1.  Confidential  Assistant — Duties  include  undertaking  assignments  concerning 
matters  directly  referred  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  consideration  and  decision; 
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or  associated  with  congressional,  intergovernmental  or  intra-Departmental  matters 
related  to  the  promotion  of  DOT  legislation  programs.  This  position  undertaikes 
"trouble-shooting"  assignments  and  special  liaison  not  appropriate  to  assign  to 
other  staff  members  because  of  confidentiality  and  concern  to  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary. 

2.  Congressional  Liaison  Officer — Duties  include  liaison  with  Congress  for  the  pur- 
pose of  explaining  Departmental  programs  for  DOT-sponsored  legislation;  keeping 
Departmental  management  apprised  of  Congressional  views;  and,  assisting  in  the  so- 
lution of  problems  for  Members  of  Congress  and  their  constituents.  This  is  one  of 
four  Congressional  Liaison  Officer  positions  in  this  office. 

3.  Deputy  Director  for  Industry  Affairs — Duties  include  providing  assistance  for  all 
issues  involving  the  Department's  programmatic  relations  with  private  industry. 
This  position  makes  recommendations  regarding  the  analysis,  development,  articu- 
lation and  review  of  policies  and  plans  for  an  effective  program  of  private  industry 
concerns. 

4.  A  specific  position  has  not  been  identified.  The  decrease  planned  will  be  accom- 
plished through  attrition. 

Mr.  Carr,  Please  explain  in  detail  why  you  are  requesting  an  80 
percent  increase  in  travel — from  $10,000  to  $18,000 — for  this  office. 
[The  information  follows:] 

For  the  past  several  years,  this  office  has  had  $10,000  enacted  for  travel  and 
$10,000  enacted  for  contracts.  Reprogramming  of  funds  from  contracts  to  travel  has 
enabled  the  office  to  meet  its  travel  requirements.  The  80  percent  increase  in  travel 
reflects  anticipated  obligations  in  FY  1994  which  are  required  to  support  the  Secre- 
tary and  Members  of  Congress.  Travel  costs  also  reflect  the  emphasis  on  use  of  com- 
mercial airlines.  Contracts  funding  would  be  reduced  by  $9,000. 

GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS  POSITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  positions  in  the  Office  of 
Governmental  Affairs  as  shown  on  page  1079  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

OFFICE  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Immediate  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary: 

Assistant  Secretary EX-04  $115,700 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary ES-04  107,300 

Staff  Assistant GM-12  40,298 

Administrative  Officer GM-13  59,103 

Staff  Assistant GS-11  33,623 

Secretary  (Steno) GS-11  42,591 

Staff  Assistant GS-09  33,345 

Office  of  Congressional  Affairs: 

Director ES-04  107,300 

Deputy  Director GM-15  66,609 

Congressional  Liaison  Officer „ GM-13  51,114 

Congressional  Liaison  Officer •  GM-12  40,298 

Congressional  Liaison  Officer GM-12  40,298 

Congressional  Liaison  Specialist GS-12  42,984 

Congressional  Liaison  Specialist GS-12  41,641 

Secretary  (Typing) GS-09  27,789 

Office  Assistant  (Typing) GS-07  28,018 

Secretary  (Typing) GS-06  24,529 

Office  of  Intergovernmental  and  Consumer  Affairs 

Intergovernmental  Affairs: 

Director ES-04  107,300 

Deputy  Director GM-15  66,609 

Intergovernmental  Relations  Officer GS-11  33,623 

Intergovernmental  Relations  Officer GS-11  33,623 
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Staff  Assistant GS-11  33,623 

Consumer  Affairs: 

Assistant  Director  for  Consumer  Affairs GM-15  86,589 

Supervisory  Transportation  Industry GM-14  72,756 

Transportation  Industry  Analyst GM-13  62,293 

Community  Relations  Analyst GM-13  58,314 

Transportation  Industry  Analyst GS-13  52,711 

Consumer  Affairs  Analyst GS-11  42,591 

Consumer  Affairs  Analyst GS-11  38,107 

Consumer  Affairs  Analyst GS-11  34,744 

Consumer  Affairs  Specialist GS-09  36,123 

Consumer  Affairs  Analyst GS-09  29,641 

Staff  Assistant GS-09  35,197 

Secretary  (Typing) GS-06  21,804 

Student  Aide-Clerk » GW-03  14,603 

Investigations  Division: 

Supervisory  Transportation  Industry  Analyst GM-14  73,619 

Transportation  Industry  Analyst GM-13  62,293 

Investigator GS-12  49,699 

Secretary  (Typing) GS-07  30,287 

'Non -ceiling. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  list  by  title  and  grade  each  of  the  nine  positions 
in  this  office  proposed  for  elimination. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Office  Automation  Clerk /-"^^o 

Personnel  Management  Specialist o  e 

Clerk-Typist GS-6 

Management  Analyst J^m  iq 

Computer  Specialist GM-13 

Computer  Specialist rklt 

Management  Analyst /tm~i^ 

Procurement  Analyst Sw"}  J 

Staff  Accountant GM-14 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  26,  the  justifications  allude  to  fiscal  year  1993 
projects  and  management  savings  totaling  $1,727,600  which  offset 
the  planned  growth  in  other  activities.  Please  provide  a  listing  of 
these  activities  or  projects  and  the  associated  savings  for  each. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Salaries  and  Expenses — Direct 

Decreases  for  one-time 

projects/management 

savings 

Transportation  of  Things $27,000 

Postage 320,000 

Overtime  Utilities 29,000 

Misc.  Communications  &  Utilities 42,000 

Printing  &  Reproduction 70,000 

Communications— WCF 51,000 

Security  Services— WCF 28,000 

Imprest^WCF 1.000 

Alcohol/Drug  Abuse  Program 17,000 

Security  Software 258,000 

Security  Awareness 2,000 

Automation  Program 79,000 
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Decreases  for  one-time 

projects/managemen  t 

savings 

IRM  Planning  &  Oversight 100,000 

OST  Imaging  Program 250,000 

OIRM  Evaluation 150,000 

Maintenance  and  Repair 16,000 

Building  Alterations 48,000 

Reporting  Service 53,300 

Supplies  and  Materials 79,000 

Equipment 107,300 

Total 1,727,600 

HIGHER  COSTS  FOR  CONTRACTUAL  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  what  is  meant  by  "higher  costs  for  con- 
tractual services  as  a  result  of  inflationary  factors"  which  results 
in  increased  cost  of  $874,600  in  fiscal  year  1994,  as  stated  on  page 
26. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  cost  of  goods  and  services  received  by  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  (OST)  in- 
creases as  a  result  of  inflation.  Estimated  FY  1994  inflation  costs,  based  on  assump- 
tions provided  by  0MB,  are  included  in  the  request  for  contractual  agreements  as 
well  as  other  areas  such  as  supplies  and  equipment.  In  addition,  the  request  in- 
cludes increases  for  OST's  pa)Tnents  to  the  Working  Capital  Fund  (WCF).  Although 
the  total  obligation  limitation  for  the  WCF  has  not  increased  for  FY  1994,  the  esti- 
mated distribution  costs  charged  to  the  various  operating  administrations  and  OST 
has  changed  based  on  actual  usage  and  estimated  need  for  services.  The  FY  1994 
distribution  of  WCF  costs  to  OST  includes  increases  for  the  following  services: 

DAFIS  and  Accounting  Operations:  The  distribution  reflects  an  increase  in  the 
number  of  accounting  transactions  for  FY  1994  b£ised  on  actual  data  from  DAFIS. 
The  FY  1993  request  was  based  on  estimated  and/or  part  year  data.  Additionally, 
increased  costs  are  anticipated  for  the  WCF  to  fund  DAFIS  systems  enhancements 
necessary  to  maintain  a  viable  system  that  meets  user  needs. 

Transportation  Computer  Center:  The  estimate  reflects  an  increase  in  OST's 
share  of  total  TCC  costs  based  on  current  usage  data. 

Administrative  Services:  The  estimate  reflects  an  increase  in  OST's  share  of  total 
costs  based  on  actual  usage  primarily  in  the  areas  of  library  services  and  initied  dis- 
tribution. 

workers'  COMPENSATION  INFORMATION  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  27,  the  Department  requests  $8,000  to  develop 
an  automated  system  to  track  costs  of  the  workers'  compensation 
program.  Specifically,  how  will  this  effort  control  costs,  and  how 
much  will  be  saved? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  of  Transportation  Workers'  Compensation  Information  System 
(WCIS)  is  not  a  new  automated  system.  WCIS  provides  reports  on  the  distribution  of 
Workers'  Compensation  costs  and  the  status  of  individual  DOT  employee  claims. 
This  information  will  assist  managers  in  controlling  these  costs. 

The  $8,000  will  be  used  to  cover  the  costs  of  providing  training  to  Departmental 
field  personnel  in  the  use  and  application  of  WCIS.  In  addition,  it  will  cover  costs 
associated  with  additional  managerial  awareness  initiatives  designed  to  increase 
management  efforts  to  reduce  the  Department's  workers'  compensation  costs. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  total  cost  of  this  activity,  and  why  isn't  it 
included  under  systems  development  rather  than  under  continuing 
operations? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  $8,000  is  the  total  estimate  to  provide  training  to  DOT  staff  in  use  of  the 
Workers  Compensation  System.  Since  these  funds  are  not  for  systems  development, 
they  were  not  included  in  that  request. 

IRM  STAFF  TRAVEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  why  an  additional  $7,000  is  requested 
for  staff  to  travel  around  the  country  and  evaluate  records  manage- 
ment practices  of  the  Department. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $7,000  requested  is  for  travel  to  support  our  entire  IRM  oversight  and  review 
program.  Records  management  is  a  part  of  the  review. 

The  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  conducted  an  Information  Resources 
Procurement  and  Management  Review  of  the  Department  of  Transportation's  (DOT) 
IRM  activities  during  the  period  September  17  through  November  2,  1990.  GSA 
criticized  DOT  for  not  having  a  functioning  Oversight  and  Review  Program  to  evalu- 
ate IRM  activities.  GSA  also  found  insufficient  attention  being  given  to  DOT's 
records  manEigement  oversight  responsibilities.  These  findings  were  also  reported  by 
the  National  Archives  and  Records  Administration  (NARA)  in  June  1992.  NARA 
evaluated  the  Department's  overall  records  management  practices,  as  part  of  a 
larger  evaluation  of  selected  components  of  DOT. 

Subsequently,  DOT  developed  an  IRM  Oversight  and  Review  Program,  which  in- 
cluded records  management  activities,  to  implement  the  recommendations  of  GSA 
and  NARA,  and  to  comply  with  all  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

It  is  essential  to  DOT's  review  and  program  compliance  efforts  that  the  IRM  pro- 
grams in  all  ten  DOT  Operating  Administrations  be  evaluated  on  a  regular  and  con- 
tinuing basis,  including  selected  field  sites.  This  will  permit  a  regular,  scheduled  tri- 
ennial assessment  of  compliance  by  the  Operating  Administrations  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1980,  as  amended,  and  GSA's  Federal  In- 
formation Resources  Management  Regulations.  Without  adequate  IRM  oversight, 
DOT  will  be  subject  to  continued  criticism  from  GSA,  0MB,  and  Congress  for  delays 
and  cost  overruns  due  to  inadequate  requirements  analysis  and  planning  associated 
with  IRM  procurements. 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS  NETWORK  PLAN 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $52,000  to  develop  a  plan  for  addi- 
tional telecommunications  networks,  in  order  to  allow  for  informa- 
tion flow  across  organizational  boundaries.  If  this  were  used  to 
make  intermodal  comparisons  and  analyses,  I  can  see  where  it 
might  have  some  merit.  But  I  have  trouble  envisioning  why  the 
FAA  would  want  the  Coast  Guard's  data  on  oil  spill  response  or 
why  the  modes  would  need  to  be  on  one  big  network.  Can  you  ex- 
plain more  completely  what  types  of  data  ought  to  be  networked? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Present,  the  Operating  Administrations  and  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  cannot  ex- 
change information  electronically  even  though  they  are  working  in  support  of  joint 
projects  and  addressing  many  of  the  same  issues  and  concerns.  Each  of  these  organi- 
zations has  independently  installed  separate  computer  networks  over  the  years 
which  do  not  connect  to  one  another. 

To  preserve  these  independent  investments  while  providing  the  capability  for 
these  networks  to  work  together  we  are  installing  a  Departmental  data  network. 
The  Departmental  network  will  connect  to  the  previously  installed  networks  and 
provide  the  translation  that  allows  them  to  exchange  information.  Improved  com- 
munication resulting  from  the  network  will  reduce  the  need  for  meetings,  improve 
the  timeliness  and  reliability  of  information  and  resultant  decisionmaking,  and 
reduce  time  lost  due  to  repeated  phone  calls.  The  requested  funds  will  be  used  to 
develop  a  plan  to  address  management  and  technical  issues  such  as:  network  man- 
agement, standard  addresses  for  electronic  mail,  maintenance,  network  security  and 
principles  for  sharing  information. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  any  of  the  modes  asked  you  to  fund  this  effort? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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Every  Operating  Administration  has  stated  their  support  for  this  networking  ini- 
tiative and  provided  a  member  or  members  for  work  groups  to  address  the  various 
aspects  of  this  project,  e.g.,  electronic  mail  addressing,  network  security,  etc.  We  are 
undertaking  this  activity  as  part  of  our  responsibility  with  regard  to  improving  De- 
partmental communications. 

OCST  FIUNG  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  27,  you  are  requesting  $61,000  for  procure- 
ment of  a  filing  system  for  the  Office  of  Commercial  Space  Trans- 
portation. Why  isn't  this  included  in  the  OCST  budget  instead? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $12,000  requested  for  procurement  of  a  filing  system  for  the  Office  of  Com- 
mercial Space  Transportation  (OCST)  was  requested  in  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Administration's  budget  because  OCST's  Operations  and  Research  Appropriation 
funds  direct  salaries,  travel  and  contracts.  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Administration  is  responsible  for  centrally  funding  furniture,  equipment,  office  sup- 
plies, subscriptions  and  registration  fees  for  all  offices  within  the  Office  of  the  Secre- 
tary. Since  OCST  is  part  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  they  look  to  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Administration  for  support. 

OFFICE  EQUIPMENT  AND  FURNITURE 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  an  additional  $49,000  in  fiscal  year 
1994  to  procure  office  equipment  and  office  furniture.  What  is  the 
base  level  for  fiscal  year  1993  and  the  budgeted  level  for  fiscal  year 
1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FY  1993  base  level  for  office  equipment  and  office  furniture  in  $145,000.  The 
FY  1994  request  for  office  equipment  and  office  furniture  is  $210,000  primarily  to 
upgrade  conference  room  furniture  and  purchase  filing  equipment. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  office  equipment  and 
conference  furniture  you  plan  to  procure  in  fiscal  year  1994. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Following  is  a  list  of  office  equipment  and  furniture  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
plans  to  procure  in  FY  1994  to  support  approximately  700  employees. 

Item  Quantity  Total  cost 

Typewriters 45  $24,300 

Calculators 50  2,500 

Dictating  Machines 6  1,5000 

Audio  Visual  Equipment 4,300 

Credenzas 5  3,500 

Cabinets 5  1,000 

Sofas 12  7,000 

Monitors 7  3,800 

Desks 35  18,000 

Computer  Stands 30  7,000 

Chairs 221  56,800 

Bookcases 22  7,000 

Tables 18  10,500 

VCRs 7  2,800 

Lateral  Files : 10  3,200 

Lectriver  File 1  12,000 

Carpet  (yards) 1,158  27,100 

Display  Racks 2  600 

Lamps 20  2,000 

Draperies 10,000 

Project  Control  Board 1,200 

Tape  Recorders 5  1,800 

Time  Date  Stamps 6  2,100 
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Item  Quantity  Total  cost 


Total 6  210,000 


TSARC  TECHNICAL  SUPPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  an  additional  $50,000  for  TSARC 
technical  support,  which  is  estimated  to  provide  an  additional  four 
to  six  requests  for  gissistance.  Does  the  TSARC  receive  such  assist- 
ance today?  How  would  it  improve  the  TSARC's  performance?  And 
can  you  offer  any  past  examples  where  such  assistance  would  have 
made  a  difference  in  the  quality  of  the  TSARC  process? 

[The  information  follows:] 

TSARC  occasionally  does  receive  the  type  of  technical  support  being  requested.  In 
1992,  TSARC  asked  the  Volpe  National  Transportation  Systems  Center  (VNTSC)  to 
review  aspects  of  the  Coast  Guard's  Coastal  Buoy  Tender  (WLM)  program  in  support 
of  their  request  for  KDP  2  approval.  We  were  especially  concerned  about  the  ade- 
quacy of  Coast  Guard's  proposed  testing  program  to  support  limited  production  and 
production  decisions.  VNTSC  reviewed  the  specification  and  proposed  testing  and 
provided  that  information  to  TSARC.  Using  this  input,  TSARC  was  able  to  work 
with  Coast  Guard  to  ensure  the  proposed  testing  plan  and  the  exit  criteria  on  which 
production  decisions  would  be  based  were  appropriate.  This  effort  f'^st  $13,000.00. 

We  have  requested  VNTSC  support  on  some  other  programs  whicii  cney  have  pro- 
vided without  direct  charge,  but  obviously  since  VN'TSC  is  a  reimbursable  activity, 
the  nature  of  this  support  has  been  very  limited. 

Over  the  past  couple  of  years,  most  of  the  TSARC  effort  has  been  focused  on  pro- 
grams in  their  early  stages  before  significant  technical  decisions  have  to  be  made. 
As  these  programs  mature,  the  nature  of  the  material  being  reviewed  by  TSARC  is 
getting  more  technical  and  the  budget  implication  of  TSARC's  decisions  is  signifi- 
cant. Stand-by  technical  support  whether  from  VNTSC  or  an  independent  contrac- 
tor would  improve  TSARC's  ability  to  deal  with  these  highly  technical  issues.  It 
would  also  give  TSARC  an  independent  perspective  on  the  data  presented  by  the 
Operating  Administrations  to  support  their  requests. 

PROCUREMENT  PROFESSIONAUSM  TRAINING 

Mr.  Carr.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  includes  $55,000  to  con- 
duct procurement  professionalism  training.  Why  isn't  the  training 
budgeted  and  conducted  by  the  FAA,  Coast  Guard  and  other  modes 
sufficient  in  this  area? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Office  of  Federal  Procurement  Policy  (OFPP)  Letter  92-3,  Procurement  Profes- 
sionalism, requires  that  personnel  in  the  contracting  series  (GS-1102)  and  purchas- 
ing series  (GS-1105),  as  well  as  Contracting  Officer's  representatives  (COR's)  receive 
a  combination  of  classroom  and  on-the-job  training  in  individual  skills  identified  by 
the  Federal  Acquisition  Institute  (FAI).  Implementation  of  this  requirements,  as 
well  as  the  other  requirements  of  the  Policy  Letter,  is  a  massive  effort  which  all  ci- 
vilian agencies  are  now  addressing.  It  goes  beyond  the  cost  of  attending  training 
classes. 

Since  current  procurement  courses  do  not  meet  the  new  procurement  training  re- 
quirement, the  FAI  is  in  the  process  of  developing  the  generic  "competency  based" 
training  courses.  The  requested  funding  will  allow  DOT  to  take  advantage  of  the 
work  that  FAI  is  doing  by  further  tailoring  the  generic  courses  to  address  agency 
unique  topics  that  deal  with  real  DOT  issues.  The  operating  administrations  will  re- 
quire funding  to  send  their  procurement  staffs  to  courses  which  meet  each  specific 
individuals  needs. 
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ACQUISITION  AND  GRANT  MANAGEMENT  OFFICE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  the  current  staff  of  the 
Office  of  Acquisition  and  Grant  Management  shown  on  page  1087 
of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DAFIS  ENHANCEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  specific  "analyses  of  user  requirements"  for  fi- 
nancial systems  enhsmcements  are  you  planning?  How  did  you 
arrive  at  the  budget  request  of  $190,000  for  this  effort?  And  why 
can't  such  work  be  conducted  by  the  individual  modes? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  request  of  $190,000  is  needed  to  conduct  emalyses  of  user  requirements  to  en- 
hance the  usefulness  of  DAFIS.  The  implementation  of  DAFIS  was  a  significant  im- 
provement in  that  it  has  provided  DOT  with  a  single,  standardized  financial  system. 
However,  from  the  beginning  it  was  realized  continuing  improvements  to  the  system 
would  be  necessary,  once  fully  implemented.  User  analyses  will  focus  on  identifying 
specific  improvements  to  make  DAFIS  more  useful  to  program  and  financial  memag- 
ers.  These  include  identifying  project  and  program  cost  data  to  improve  reports  to 
program  managers;  identifying  cost  elements  in  order  to  more  effectively  capture 
and  compare  project  costs  where  fees  are  involved  and  cost  recovery  is  an  issue;  and, 
improving  capabilities  for  program  managers  to  directly  access  and  enter  data  into 
the  system.  DAFIS  is  a  centralized  system  requiring  a  centralized  development 
effort.  Such  work  cannot  be  conducted  by  the  individual  modes. 

COST  ACCOUNTING  STANDARDS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  in  detail  why  $250,000  is  needed  as  a 
new  initiative  to  update  the  existing  cost  accounting  standards. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  will  use  the  $250,000  to  pay  for  contract  support  for  developing 
cost  accounting  standards.  Our  current  standards  are  inadequate  to  support  the  Ad- 
ministration's initiatives  such  as  performance  measurement  and  administrative  cost 
reductions.  GAO,  in  their  December  1992  report  entitled  "Financial  Management 
Issues,"  criticized  the  entire  government  for  not  monitoring  the  cost  of  programs  or 
mesisuring  program  performance.  Until  DOT  develops  cost  accounting  standards,  we 
will  be  unable  to  provide  useful  information  on  the  cost  of  project  and  activities. 
Managers  cannot  make  informed,  prudent  decisions  without  knowing  the  full  cost  of 
doing  business. 

FINANCIAL  ANALYSES 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $50,000  to  conduct  additional  fi- 
nancial analyses,  which  are  described  as  analyzing  the  integrity 
and  accuracy  of  financial  data  contained  in  the  Department's  ac- 
counting systems.  The  Inspector  General  is  budgeting  millions 
again  this  year  to  implement  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act.  Why 
can't  those  funds  be  used  to  conduct  such  financial  analyses?  Isn't 
financial  integrity  and  accuracy  a  goal  of  the  CFO  Act? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  requesting  $50,000  for  analyses  to  improve  the  integrity  and  accuracy  of 
financial  data  contained  in  the  Department's  accounting  system.  The  IG's  role  in 
this  area  primarily  relates  to  audits  of  the  Department's  financial  statements  and 
identification  of  problem  areas  after  the  fact.  TTtie  Department's  responsibilities  are 
more  immediate  and  must  focus  on  the  analysis  and  timely  identification  and  cor- 
rection of  problems  before  they  are  identified  as  a  result  of  an  IG  audit.  Improving 
data  integrity  is  one  of  the  Department's  major  financial  management  goals.  It  also 
has  become  a  critical  issue  now  that  we  are  implementing  an  automated  administra- 
tive offset  to  our  employees'  salaries  for  delinquent  travel  advances.  We  need  to 
identify  where  problems  exist  as  a  first  step  and  then  solve  those  problems. 

TRAINING  AND  EXECUTIVE  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  30,  you  are  proposing  an  increase  of  29  per- 
cent—from $137,000  to  $177,000— for  training  and  executive  devel- 
opment. Why  is  such  a  large  increase  needed,  especially  in  a  year 
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when  the  President  has  asked  all  agencies  to  cut  unnecessary  ad- 
ministrative and  overhead  expenses? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  increase  of  $40,000  is  for  training  related  to  financial  management  and  other 
CFO  Act  requirements.  The  attitude  that  training  is  unnecessary  is  a  major  contrib- 
uting factor  to  the  financial  integrity  crisis  that  government  is  now  facing.  Un- 
trained people  make  costly  mistakes  and  compromise  both  the  quality  and  integrity 
of  financial  data.  Moreover,  the  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Operations  report  issued  in  conjunction  with  the  Chief  Financial  Officers 
Act  stated  that  "Investments  must  be  made  to  ensure  that  employees  maintain,  and 
even  increase  their  professional  skills  to  help  the  government  keep  pace  with 
emerging  technology  and  developments  in  financial  management."  This  House 
report  recognizes  the  dynamic  environment  faced  by  financial  management  employ- 
ees. Without  training,  employee  skills  will  stagnate  and  they  will  be  unable  to  per- 
form their  jobs.  In  particular,  staff  training  in  the  areas  of  basic  governmental  ac- 
counting, cost  accounting  and  fee  recovery  are  needed. 

COAST  GUARD  CUNIC 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  request  includes  $86,000  for  an  item  listed  as 
"Coast  Guard  Clinic".  What  exactly  is  this  item,  and  why  isn't  it 
included  in  the  Coast  Guard's  budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  USCG  maintains  a  health  clinic  which  is  available  to  all  DOT  headquarters 
employees.  Each  operating  administration  reimburses  the  USCG  for  the  clinic's  op- 
erating costs  based  on  its  prorated  share  of  headquarters  population.  The  $86,000 
represents  OST's  prorated  costs  related  to  OST's  Salaries  and  Expenses  personnel. 
The  USCG's  share  of  the  clinic's  operating  expenses  is  funded  under  their  Operating 
Expenses  Appropriation. 

OFFICE  OF  HEARINGS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  by  title  and  grade  of  the  10 
staff  included  in  the  Office  of  Hearings,  as  shown  on  page  34,  and 
provide  a  brief  description  of  the  duties  of  each  position. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Administrative  Law  Judges  (AU)  act  as  administrative  trial  judges  in  proc- 
essing the  formal  proceedings  arising  under  the  Federal  Aviation  Act,  the  Civil  Pen- 
alty Administrative  Assessment  Act  of  1992,  the  Hazardous  Materials  Transporta- 
tion Act,  the  Surface  Transportation  Assistance  Act,  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  the 
Motor  Vehicle  Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act,  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improve- 
ment Act,  the  Federal  Railroad  Safety  Act  of  1970  and  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Ssifety  emd  Capacity  Expemsion  Act  of  1987.  The  secretaries  to  the  ALJs  provide  a 
wide  variety  of  secretarial  and  legal  technician  support.  The  attorneys/legal  assist- 
ants provide  assistance  in  analyzing  substantive  and  procedural  issues  and  evidence; 
performing  legal  research;  assisting  in  drafting  notices,  orders  and  initial  decisions; 
serving  as  clerk  of  court;  and  providing  other  legal  assistance  as  necessary.  The 
Office  of  Hearings  includes: 

1  Chief  Law  Judge,  AL-2 

3  Administrative  Law  Judges,  AL-3 

2  Attorneys/legal  assistants,  GS-11/14 
1  Secretary,  GS-9 

3  Secretaries,  GS-8. 

STAFFING  TO  IMPLEMENT  CFO  ACT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  list  of  any  positions  requested  for  im- 
plementation of  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act  in  fiscal  year  1994. 
Include  the  position  title,  grade  level  and  salary,  similar  in  format 
to  that  shown  on  page  1081  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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No  positions  are  requested  in  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administra- 
tion for  implementation  of  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act. 

INTEGRATED  PERSONNEL  AND  PAYROLL  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $6,417,000  for  development  of  the 
Integrated  Personnel  and  Payroll  System,  IPPS.  How  much  of  this 
is  for  design  and  other  "paperwork"  activities?  How  much  is  for 
software  development?  And  how  much  is  for  hardware  acquisition? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FY  1994  budget  request  of  $6,417,000  will  fund  system  and  data  base  design, 
data  base  implementation  and  software  development  of  time  and  attendance,  per- 
sonnel actions  and  training  capabilities.  Design  tasks  require  $1,614,000  while  data 
base  and  software  development  will  cost  $4,413,000.  Data  processing  and  telecom- 
munication equipment  costs  are  $390,000. 

The  IPPS  project  is  using  a  vendor  supplied,  structured  development  methodology 
that  requires  completion  of  specific  planning  and  development  steps  to  ensure 
system  life  cycle  requirements  are  satisfied.  These  steps  include  project  planning, 
requirements  analysis,  system  design,  software  development,  system  testing,  imple- 
mentation and  post  implementation  system  maintenance.  Many  of  the  products  de- 
veloped are  "paperwork"  activities,  but  are  considered  essential  for  subsequent  soft- 
ware development  steps. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  32,  you  are  requesting  $305,000  for  four  FTEs 
for  the  IPPS  project.  That  is  an  average  of  $76,250  per  FTE.  Why 
are  such  costly  staff  resources  required  in  this  case? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  project  requires  senior  project  management  and  oversight,  and  highly  skilled 
technical  and  administrative  support  personnel  essential  to  this  complex  system  de- 
velopment effort.  These  personnel  manage  the  development  of  IPPS  serving  diverse 
personnel  and  payroll  user  communities  in  eight  operating  administrations  and  a 
central  design  agency  located  in  Oklahoma  City;  coordinate  cross-cutting,  intermod- 
al  and  nightly  technical  issues;  oversee  contractor  efforts;  and  perform  many  other 
project  management  duties.  The  requested  $305,000  will  finance  four  GM-14  Sys- 
tems/Program Analysts,  plus  14%  in  benefits. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  milestones  and  key  decision  points  for  IPPS 
shown  on  page  33  are  vague.  For  example,  it  is  difficult  to  deter- 
mine what  are  the  "initial"  capabilities  and  what  are  the  "remain- 
ing" capabilities.  Please  provide  a  more  detailed  schedule  and  dis- 
cussion of  the  exact  requirements  and  capabilities  planned  for  the 
IPPS  system. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  developing  IPPS,  we  are  executing  a  rigorous  structured  development  method- 
ology. Planning  efforts  to  date  have  included  extensive  preliminary  requirements 
definition  and  system  design  to  ensure  the  foundation  of  the  resulting  Project  Man- 
agement Plan  is  sound.  The  Project  Management  Plan  will  be  completed  in  May 
1993.  Major  milestones  in  this  plan  include: 

Milestone  Date 

Complete  Analysis  of  User  Requirements August  1993 

Implement  Phase  1  Capabilities June  1994 

Data  base  implementation  and  personnel  reporting. 
Implement  Phase  2  Capabilities January  1995 

Time  and  attendance  processing. 

Personnel  action  request  processing. 

Training  request  processing  and  tracking. 
Implement  Phase  3  Capabilities August  1995 

Eliminate    current    personnel    system    by    implementing    en- 
hanced capabilities  including  position  management,  staffing, 
and  personnel  classification. 
Implement  Phase  4  Capabilities September  1996 
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Milestone  Date 

Eliminate  current  payroll  system  by  implementing  enhanced 
capabilities  including  leave  accounting,  retirement  and  pay 
computation. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  33,  the  justification  states  that  the  primary 
operational  document  for  the  IPPS  development  project — the 
project  management  plan — is  still  being  developed.  Why  are  you  re- 
questing over  $6  million  for  this  project  when  the  primary  develop- 
ment document  hasn't  been  written? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Although  the  formal  Project  Management  Plan  will  not  be  completed  until  May 
1993,  detailed  analyses  conducted  during  the  planning  phase  of  the  project  have  con- 
firmed the  scope,  development  approach,  schedules  and  cost  estimates  reflected  in 
our  FY  1994  budget  submission.  The  IPPS  Project  Management  Plan  is  the  final 
product  of  this  planning  phase. 

The  Department  is  addressing  serious  weaknesses  in  our  current  personnel  and 
payroll  systems  through  the  development  of  IPPS.  We  have  clearly  defined  the  level 
of  effort  required  in  FY  1994  to  begin  corrective  actions.  Specifically,  we  will  imple- 
ment an  integrated  personnel /payroll  data  base  using  a  state  of  the  art,  commer- 
cially available  software.  This  data  base  will  improve  access  to  information  for  the 
personnel  and  payroll  communities  and  will  provide  the  foundation  for  incremental 
implementation  of  improved  personnel  and  payroll  capabilities.  Software  develop- 
ment of  some  of  these  capabilities  such  as  time  and  attendance,  personnel  action 
request  processing  and  training  request  processing  and  tracking  will  also  begin  in 
FY  1994.  By  the  end  of  that  fiscal  year  we  will  begin  to  correct  our  material  weak- 
nesses. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  do  you  estimate  that  the  $6,417,000  requested 
for  IPPS  would  be  obligated,  and  what  is  the  acquisition  strategy 
and  schedule  leading  to  that  point? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Based  on  our  financial  plan  for  IPPS  development,  85%  ($5,482,000)  of  our  fund- 
ing request  will  be  obligated  in  the  first  quarter  of  FY  1994.  First  quarter  obliga- 
tions will  fund  Office  of  the  Secretary  project  management  personnel,  project  travel, 
equipment  acquisitions,  and  government  and  non-government  contractor  costs.  The 
remaining  15%  of  the  funds  will  be  obligated  during  each  of  the  subsequent  three 
quarters  to  support  OST  project  staff  salaries,  travel  and  administrative  costs. 

IPPS  is  being  developed  by  a  government  staff,  augmented  by  contractor  person- 
nel, to  perform  IPPS  life  cycle  development  steps  including  requirements  analysis, 
system  design,  software  development,  and  system  implementation.  FY  1994  repre- 
sents the  most  intense  development  period  for  the  project.  During  1994  an  integrat- 
ed personnel/payroll  data  base  and  automated  personnel  reporting  capabilities  will 
be  implemented. 

We  will  use  existing  contractual  vehicles  to  acquire  computer  services,  work  sta- 
tions, programmers  and  methodology  support. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  of  the  fiscal  year  1993  IPPS  funding  has 
been  obligated  to  date? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  IPPS  project  has  obligated  $3,190,000  (87%  of  the  appropriated  amount)  as  of 
February  1993,  for  systems  planning  and  development  efforts.  Obligations  primarily 
cover  the  OST  project  management  staff  and  contractor  costs.  The  remaining 
$478,000  will  be  obligated  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

DAFIS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  the  Department's  response  to  each  of 
the  GAO's  recommendations  regarding  the  Departmental  Account- 
ing and  Financial  Information  System,  DAFIS,  included  in  report 
RCED/AFMD-92-238,  "DOT's  Accounting  and  Financial  Informa- 
tion System  Can  Be  Improved,"  dated  September  22,  1992.  Also 
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provide  a  statement  describing  the  current  status  of  the  implemen- 
tation of  each  recommendation. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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GAO  report  RCED/AFMD-92 -23  8  made  three  recommendations.   Those 
recommendations,  the  Department's  January  199  3  responses  to  GAO 
and  the  current  status  of  our  actions  follow. 

GAP  Recommendation  1:   Include  a  strategy  to  correct 
shortcomings  in  tracking,  reporting,  and  processing  financial 
information  and  to  integrate  DAFIS  with  the  Department's  other 
systems  in  the  Department's  financial  systems  improvement  plans. 

DOT  Response  to  1 :   Concur.   The  Department  has  recognized  the 
need  to  integrate  its  financial  systems  environment  and  will 
pursue  these  issues  through  IFMS  implementation.   A  three  track 
approach  to  implement  IFMS  is  defined  in  the  Department's  five- 
year  financial  management  plan  being  developed  to  meet  CFG  Act 
requirements.   The  first  track  consists  of  projects  like  DAFIS, 
TRIADS,  and  the  Integrated  Personnel/Payroll  System  (IPPS) ,  which 
were  established  to  address  identified  system  issues.   The  second 
track  establishes  a  strategic  planning  framework  to  evaluate 
broad  financial  information  needs,  identify  systems  to  satisfy 
those  needs,  and  establish  data  standards  to  ensure  system 
integration.   The  third  track  includes  future  projects  to  revise 
existing  systems  or  build  new  systems  that  support  a  fully 
integrated  financial  systems  environment  as  defined  during  the 
second  track. 

Progress  in  these  areas  has  been  hampered  by  a  40  percent 
reduction  in  the  FY  1993  budget  request  to  the  Congress.  However, 
the  Department  is  continuing  to  seek  adequate  funding  to  pursue 
TRIADS  and  support  the  IFMS  strategic  planning  process.  In  the 
interim,  the  Department  will  complete  implementation  of  DAFIS  and 
begin  a  dynamic  maintenance  phase  in  which  reporting  system 
capabilities  will  be  expanded.   We  will  also  look  for 
opportunities  to  implement  data  standards,  improve  system 
interfaces,  and  eliminate  duplicative  systems  during  the  DAFIS 
maintenance  phase  and  through  IPPS  development . 

Current  Status  of  1:  Action  on  DAFIS  and  IPPS  is  proceeding  as 
described  in  our  original  response  to  GAO.   Funding  for  TRIADS 
and  IFMS  was  not  requested  in  FY  1994. 

GAP  Recommendation  2:   Report  to  the  Congress  on  the  progress 
made  in  carrying  out  the  Department's  financial  systems 
improvement  plans. 

DPT  Response  to  2 :   Concur.   The  Department  will  report  to  the 
Congress  under  CFO  Act  and  FMFIA  requirements.   The  CFO 
requirement  includes  an  annual  report  and  five-year  plan  covering 
financial  systems  improvements.   The  FY  1992  report  addresses 
plans  for  DAFIS,  IPPS,  TRIADS,  and  IFMS.   Our  FMFIA  report 
focuses  on  DAFIS  and  the  high  risk  areas  to  be  addressed  through 
IFMS. 

Current  Status  of  2:   The  Department  reported  the  progress 
made  in  carrying  out  financial  systems  improvement  plans  in  both 
the  "Financial  Management  Status  Report  and  Five  Year  Plan  - 
Fiscal  Years  1992-1996,"  and  the  "Federal  Managers'  Financial 
Integrity  Act  (FMFIA)  1992  Report  to  the  President  and  the 
Congress."   The  Five  Year  Plan  addresses  plans  for  DAFIS,  IPPS, 
TRIADS,  and  IFMS.   The  FMFIA  Report  focuses  on  DAFIS  and  the  high 
risk  areas  to  be  addressed  through  IFMS.   The  Department  will 
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continue  to  report  the  progress  made  in  carrying  out  this 
financial  improvement  plans  until  the  plans  have  been 
successfully  completed. 

QAO  Recommendation  3:  Advise  the  Congress  during  the  next 
budget  submission  when  funds  for  systems  that  duplicate  DAFIS 
fund  control  features  can  be  eliminated. 

DOT  Response  to  3 :   Concur  -  in -par t .   The  Department  will 
continue  to  use  the  budget  process  to  identify  specific  funding 
needs  to  address  financial  systems  integration.   The  development 
of  TRIADS  provides  a  first  step  toward  eliminating  some  duplicate 
systems  by  automating  the  interface  between  procurement  and 
financial  processes.   In  the  longer  term,  IFMS  will  ensure  that 
all  of  the  Department's  financial  information  needs  are  addressed 
in  an  optimal  manner.   Until  TRIADS  is  developed  and  the 
Department's  information  needs  can  be  evaluated  and  a  strategic 
plan  developed  under  IFMS,  no  further  systems  are  likely  to  be 
eliminated. 

Current  Status  of  3:   Action  on  DAFIS  and  IPPS  is  proceeding 
as  described  in  our  original  response  to  GAO.   Funding  for  TRIADS 
and  IFMS  was  not  requested  in  FY  1994. 
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Mr.  Carr.  What  objectives  are  laid  out  in  the  Department's  inte- 
grated financial  management  systems  strategy,  and  what  are  the 
resource  estimates  and  timetables  for  improving  DAFIS  and  inte- 
grating it  with  the  many  other  systems  that  managers  use  to  carry 
out  their  responsibilities? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  recognizes  the  risks  of  continuing  to  support  a  financial  systems 
environment  of  over  100  non-standard,  often  redundant  systems.  The  IFMS  strategy 
will  correct  identified  system  problems  and  introduce  a  proactive  business  approach 
to  defining  and  meeting  future  financial  system  needs  in  an  integrated  fashion. 

Objectives  of  the  IFMS  strategy  include  providing  more  complete,  consistent  and 
useful  financial  information  to  managers  and  external  audiences  such  as  Congress; 
expanding  and  improving  access  to  that  information;  reducing  the  number  of  sys- 
tems we  support;  and  lowering  system  development,  maintenance  and  operating 
costs. 

Improvements  to  DAFIS  will  be  addressed  on  a  continuing  basis  once  the  Depart- 
ment completes  the  implementation  phase  in  June  1993  and  begins  a  dynamic  main- 
tenance phase.  During  this  maintenance  phase  we  will  look  for  opportunities  to  im- 
plement data  standards  among  related  systems  and  to  improve  system  interfaces. 
FY  1994  Working  Capital  Fund  obligating  authority  of  $9.7  million  is  required  for 
system  maintenance,  operation  and  enhancements.  It  is  anticipated  that  funding  at 
this  level  will  be  required  in  future  years  to  support  continual  change,  growth  and 
improvement  to  avoid  system  deterioration  and  the  further  proliferation  of  subsidi- 
ary systems.  This  funding  level  is  consistent  with  projections  in  a  1986  cost/benefit 
analysis. 

Ultimately,  the  creation  of  an  integrated  financial  system  environment  must  be 
addressed  outside  of  DAFIS.  Development  of  the  Transportation  Integrated  Acquisi- 
tion Data  System  (TRIADS)  represents  a  next  logical  corrective  step  and  would 
eliminate  some  duplicate  systems  by  automating  the  interface  between  procurement 
and  financial  processes.  Longer  term,  the  strategic  planning  and  standardization 
proposed  under  the  IFMS  strategy  would  ensure  our  financial  information  needs  are 
addressed  by  an  optimal  number  of  system.s. 

Until  TRIADS  is  developed  and  the  department's  information  needs  are  evaluated 
and  a  strategic  plan  developed  under  IFMS,  no  further  systems  are  likely  to  be  inte- 
grated or  eliminated. 

DELEGATION  OF  PROCUREMENT  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  describe  the  improvements  that  have  been 
made  in  the  management  of  procurement-related  activities  as  a 
result  of  the  delegation  of  procurement  authority  quarterly  usage 
reporting  requirement. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  improvements  have  been  observed  as  a  result  of  the  Delegation  of 
Procurement  Authority  (DPA)  usage  report: 

Increased  compliance  on  the  part  of  both  contracting  and  program  management 
personnel  due  to  better  understanding  of  the  Federal  Information  Resource  Manage- 
ment Regulations  (FIRMR). 

Ratification  actions  against  contracts  for  Federal  Information  Processing  (FIP)  re- 
sources have  been  virtually  eliminated. 

The  Department  can  now  respond  in  full  to  GSA's  requirement  to  track  DP  As. 

OCST  MANAGEMENT  STUDY 

Mr.  Carr.  The  May  1992  management  study  of  the  Office  of 
Commercial  Space  Transportation  by  the  National  Academy  of 
Public  Administration  stated  that  the  current  number  of  contrac- 
tors employed  by  OCST  may  be  high,  draining  resources  and  over- 
head that  might  be  better  utilized  for  programmatic  needs.  What 
steps  has  OCST  taken  to  address  this  concern,  and  specifically  how 
has  the  number  of  contractors  been  reduced? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  volume  and  the  complexity  of  technical  issues  confronting  the  Office  has  in- 
creased significantly  in  recent  years.  Innovations  in  technology  and  launch  propos- 
als pose  particular  challenges  to  OCST's  highly  qualified  staff.  The  Licensing  and 
Safety  Division  is  comprised  of  engineers  with  extensive  educational  backgrounds 
and  experience  in  technical  disciplines  including  aerospace  engineering,  physics, 
and  safety  analysis. 

Contractor  support  has  shifted  away  from  broad  support  for  developing  a  regula- 
tory and  policy  program  to  the  more  focused  approach  of  specific  initiatives  and  re- 
search. These  efforts  require  more  specialized  expertise  than  can  practically  be  ob- 
tained from  an  in-house  staff,  however  qualified.  Because  of  the  need  to  address 
unique  technical  issues  presented  by  proposed  licensed  activities,  it  has  been  neces- 
sary to  utilize  contractors  to  provide  the  necessary  expertise.  By  way  of  example, 
OCST  is  utilizing  a  team  of  contractors  with  particular  expertise  in  dispersion  anal- 
ysis to  evaluate  the  safety  of  the  first  commercial  reentry  vehicle  system.  New  and 
innovative  technologies  and  the  need  to  address  emerging  and  often  unique  issues 
will  require  specialized  technical  support  which  can  best  be  provided  through  the 
efficient  and  effective  use  of  contractors  highly  qualified  in  the  required  disciplines. 
Currently  (FY  1993),  the  Office  uses  approximately  nine  major  contractors,  com- 
pared to  seven  in  FY  1990,  and  eleven  in  FY  1992.  The  contract  budget  of  approxi- 
mately $2,686  million  for  FY  1993  represents  a  decline  from  $2,857  million  in  FY 
1990. 

OCST  "rockets  for  schools"  ACTIVITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  the  purpose  of  the  "rockets  for  schools" 
activity.  Describe  why  it  should  be  in  DOT's  budget  and  not  in  the 
Department  of  Education,  and  provide  a  funding  profile  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1992  through  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  "Rockets  for  Schools"  project  was  supported  under  the  education  initiative 
section  of  the  program  affairs  division  budget  which  included  $20,000  for  this  func- 
tion in  FY  1992  and  FY  1993.  The  function  is  not  included  in  the  FY  1994  budget 
submission.  The  initiative  was  developed  several  years  ago  under  the  policy  in  effect 
at  the  time  that  the  promotion  of  education  should  be  a  priority  throughout  govern- 
ment, particularly  with  regard  to  science  and  math  education  for  women  and  mi- 
norities. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  other  sponsors  contribute  to  the  "rocket  for 
schools"  program,  and  how  much  do  they  contribute? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Spaceport  Florida  Authority  and  Astrotech,  Inc.  were  the  other  sponsors  of  the 
"Rockets  for  Schools"  program  contributing  $33,000  and  $2,000  respectively.  Corpo- 
rations such  as  Lockheed  and  other  organizations  such  as  the  U.S.  Space  Camp  con- 
tributed "in-kind"  services  such  as  refreshments  and  photographic  services. 

HAWAIIAN  COMMERCIAL  LAUNCH  FACILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  today  of  the  proposed  Hawaiian 
commercial  launch  facility,  and  what  activities  are  expected  over 
the  coming  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  State  of  Hawaii  is  developing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for 
the  proposed  commercial  launch  facility.  OCST,  as  joint-lead  agency,  is  providing 
Federal  oversight.  Before  the  Federal  Government  can  make  a  decision  on  a  licens- 
ing action,  completion  of  the  EIS  is  required.  In  addition,  completion  of  the  EIS  is  a 
necessary  prerequisite  to  obtaining  permits  for  the  construction  of  the  spaceport.  A 
Conceptual  Plan  and  Project  Description,  which  provides  details  of  the  facilities, 
candidate  launch  vehicles,  personnel  requirements  and  economic  feasibility  of  the 
facility,  was  released  by  the  State  in  February  1993.  OCST  has  begun  receiving,  and 
is  presently  conducting  internal  assessments  for  completeness  and  quality,  of  large 
volumes  of  technical  reports  forwarded  by  the  State  that  will  serve  as  the  basis  of 
the  EIS.  In  addition,  OCST  is  coordinating  intra-  and  interagency  reviews  of  the 
technical  reports,  including  coordination  with  the  National  Park  Service.  At  this 
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time,  completion  of  the  draft  EIS  is  expected  in  late  1993;  however  no  date  has  been 
set. 

COMMERCIAL  SPACE  TRANSPORTATION  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  the  current  membership  of 
the  Commercial  Space  Transportation  Advisory  Committee,  COM- 
STAC,  including  titles  and  funding  support,  shown  on  page  1104  of 
last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  current  membership  of  the  Commercial  Space  Transportation  Advisory  Com- 
mittee (COMSTAC)  is  as  follows: 

Dr.  Joseph  P.  Allen,  IV,  President  and  CEO,  Space  Industries  International;  Mr. 
James  Bennett,  Director,  Weaver  Aerospace  Corporation;  Dr.  Robert  E.  Berry,  Presi- 
dent, Space  Systems  Loral;  Mr.  Milton  F.  Borkowski,  Vice  President  and  General 
Manager,  Westinghouse  Electric  Corp;  Dr.  Mel  R.  Brashears,  Vice  President  and  As- 
sistant General  Manager,  Lockheed  Missiles  &  Space  Co.;  C.  Michael  Callihan,  Lt. 
Governor  of  Colorado;  Mr.  Marc  T.  Constantine,  Vice  President,  National  Launch 
System  Program  and  Project  Director,  STPT,  Aerojet  Propulsion  Division;  Steve 
Dorfman,  President  &  CEO,  Hughes  Space  and  Communications  Company;  Mr. 
Gareth  D.  Flora,  Vice  President,  Business  Development  Advance  Programs,  Martin 
Marietta  Launch  Systems;  Paul  Fuller,  Vice  President,  Propulsion  Systems,  Rocket- 
dyne  Division;  Mr.  Richard  L.  Grant,  Space  Station  Freedom  Program  Manager, 
Boeing  Defense  and  Space  Group;  Frederick  Hauck,  President  &  CEO,  International 
Technology  Underwriters,  Inc.;  Mr.  Brian  G.  R.  Hughes,  Chief  Executive  Officer, 
American  Rocket  Company;  Mr.  Eugene  Kadar,  President,  Conatec  Inc.;  Mr.  Alan  B. 
Kehlet,  Vice  President/Deputy  General  Manager,  Delta  Launch  Vehicle  Division, 
McDonnell  Douglas  Space  Systems  Company;  Dr.  Alan  M.  Lovelace,  Chairman, 
Commercial  Launch  Services,  General  Dynamics  Corporation;  Mr.  Karl  R.  Savatiel, 
Market  Development  Director,  AT&T;  Mr.  Jerome  Simonoff;  Mr.  Donald  K.  Slayton, 
Director  of  Space  Services  Division,  EER  Systems  Corporation;  Mr.  David  Thomp- 
son, President  and  CEO,  Orbital  Sciences  Corporation;  and  Mr.  James  D.  A.  van 
Hoften,  Senior  Vice  President  &  Manager,  Bechtel  National,  Inc.  &  Advanced  Sys- 
tems Business  Line. 

For  fiscal  year  1993,  the  budget  allocation  for  the  COMSTAC  is  $4,279,  which  is 
consistent  with  past  and  future  anticipated  costs. 

COMMERCIAL  SPACE  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  OCST  staffing  as  shown  on 
pages  1105-1108  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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COMMERCIAL  SPACE  TRANSPORTATION  STUDIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  and  cost  data  for  OCST  stud- 
ies, as  shown  on  pages  1110-1111  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by 
providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OCST  STUDIES 


Contractor 


Description 


Cost 
(in  dollars) 


Fiscal  Year  1993  (Studies  initiated  or  to  be  initiated) 


Kaman 


RTI 


ICF 


Dimensions 
International 

Aepco 


MITRE 


Futron 


CTI 


To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 


Support  evaluation  of  safety  $340,000 

issues  involving  commercial  activities 
in  space  and  reentry  dynamics 

Support  evaluation  of  safety  issues     $405,000 
involving  launch  safety,  COMET 
vehicle  safety  and  commercial 
launch  site  operations 

Support  assessment  of  risk  and  risk     $449,000 

management  issues  in  support  of 

safety  evaluations  and  regulatory  issues 

Provide  engineering  assessment  support   $100,000 

Support  assessment  of  environmental     $  68,000 
issues  and  preparation  and  review  of 
required  environmental  studies/documents 

Independent  assessment  of  OCST's        $  85,000 
analysis  process  for  payload 
determination  of  COMET 

Technical  support  including  maximum     $500,000 
probable  loss  analyses,  license  and 
compliance  monitoring  tracking  system, 
database  maintenance 

Economic  analysis  for  the  development   $250,000 

of  commercial  space  transportation 

policy 

Economic  analysis  of  the  release  of     $100,000 
ballistic  missile  assets 

Technology  for  commercial  space         $  3  0,000 
vehicles 

International  competitiveness  in        $  32,000 
commercial  space  transportation 
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Misc.  Program  Support  $  77,000 

Admin.         Computers,  Small  Business  Innovative    $  50,000 
Research  (SBIR) 

Misc.  Computers,  system  development  $2  00,000 

and  support 
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Fiscal  Year  1994  (Studies  to  be  initiated) 


To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 


Licensing  Operations  $800,000 


Vehicle  Operations  Safety  Review        $350,000 


To  be 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 


Inspections  and  Enforcement  $185,000 

Accident/ Incident  Investigation  $  65,000 
Support 

License,  Inspection  and  Enforcement  $100,000 
Information  Systems 

Commercial  Operator  Qualifications  $150,000 


Safety  Operations,  Procedures  and       $150,000 
Practices 

Safety  and  Reliability  of  Critical      $250,000 
Safety  Systems 

Commercial  Payload  Safety  $100,000 


Environmental  Issues  $225,000 


Orbital  Safety  $250,000 


Domestic  industry  policy  $298,000 


Regulatory  Impact  analysis  $100,000 


Support  for  development  and  $  80,000 

implementation  of  international 
launch  service  trade  accords. 


Misc. 


Program  Support 


$  80,000 
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COMMERCIAL  SPACE  TRANSPORTATION  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  commercial  space  contracts, 
as  shown  on  pages  1113-1116  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by  up- 
dating 1992  and  1993  and  adding  1994  estimates. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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COMMERCIAL  SPACE  CONTRACTS 

Much  of  the  contract  work  consists  of  technical  support  of 
on-going  regulatory  issues,  inspections,  and  enforcement 
activities.   The  expiration  dates  shown  are  for  the  contracts. 
Individual  studies  are  conducted  under  these  contracts,  which  are 
set-up  with  option  years  with  funds  obligated  each  year  based  on 
the  budget  authorization. 


Contractor 


1992 


P\irpose/work  product 


Contractor 
Expiration 
Date 


FY  Cost 


Kaman 


Support  evaluation  of 
safety  issues  involving 
commercial  activities 
in  space 


1995 


$324,000 


RTI 


Support  evaluation  of 
safety  issues  involving 
launch  and  commercial 
launch  site  operations 


1995 


$230,000 


ICF 


Support  assessment  of 
risk  and  risk  management 
issues  in  support  of  safety 
evaluations  and  regulatory 
issues 


1995 


$408,000 


Peer 

Dimensions 
International 

Aepco 


Environment  impact  support 

Provide  engineering 
assessment  support 

Support  assessment  of 
environmental  issues  and 
preparation  and  review  of 
required  environmental 
studies /documents 


1992 

$ 

66,000 

1995 

$ 

75,000 

1996 

$ 

25,000 

Futron 


Technical  support  including 
maximum  probable  loss 
analyses,  license  and 
compliance  monitoring 
tracking  system,  database 
maintenance 


1993 


$361,000 


Aerospace      Reentry  vehicle  risk  model     1993       $  50,000 

TCC  Computer  system  development    1992       $  70,000 

and  support 
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CTI 

TSC 

ICF 
TSC 

Misc. 
Admin. 

NAPA 
Misc. 


Economic  analysis  for  the 
development  of  commercial 
space  transportation  policy 

Infrastructure  financing 
options  study  requested 
by  Congress 

CIS  space  program  analysis 

Economic  analysis  of  the 
release  of  ballistic  missile 
assets 

Program  Support 

Computers,  Small  Business 
Innovative  Research  (SBIR) 


Management  study  requested 
by  Congress 

Uncommitted 


1994 

$500,000 

1993 

$ 

50,000 

1993 

$ 

40,000 

1993 

$ 

40,000 

1992 

$ 

77,000 

1992 

$ 

29,000 

1992 

$ 

72,000 

1993 

$154,000 
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1993 

Kaman 


RTI 


ICF 


Dimensions 
International 

Aepco 


Futron 


MITRE 


CTI 


To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 

Misc. 


Support  evaluation  of         1995 
safety  issues  involving 
commercial  activities 
in  space  and  reentry  dynamics 

Support  evaluation  of        1995 
safety  issues  involving 
launch  safety,  COMET  vehicle 
safety  and  commercial 
launch  site  operations 

Support  assessment  of         1995 
risk  and  risk  management 
issues  in  support  of  safety 
evaluations  and  regulatory 
issues 

Provide  engineering  1995 

assessment  support 

Support  assessment  of         1996 
environmental  issues  and 
preparation  and  review  of 
required  environmental 
studies/documents 

Technical  support  including   1993 
maximum  probable  loss 
analyses,  license  and 
compliance  monitoring 
tracking  system,  database 
maintenance 

Independant  assessment  of     1993 
OCST's  analysis  process  for 
pay load  determination  of  COMET 

Economic  analysis  for  the     1994 
development  of  commercial  space 
transportation  policy 

Economic  analysis  of  the      1994 
release  of  ballistic  missile  assets 


Technology  for  commercial 
space  vehicles 


1994 


International  competitiveness  1994 
in  commercial  space  transportation 


$340,000 


$405,000 


$449,000 


$100,000 
$  68,000 


$500,000 


Program  Support 


N/A 


$  85,000 

$250,000 

$100,000 
$  30,000 
$  32,000 
$  77,000 
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Admin.         Computers,  Small  Business     1993      $  50,000 
Innovative  Research  (SBIR) 

Misc.  Computers,  system  development  N/A       $200,000 

and  support 
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1994 

Keunan 

RTI 


ICF 


Dimensions 
International 


Aepco 


Futron 


Misc. 


To  be 
determined 


To  be 
determined 

To  be 
determined 


Support  evaluation  of         1995 
safety  issues  involving 
commercial  activities 
in  space  and  reentry  dynamics 

Support  evaluation  of         1995 
safety  issues  involving 
launch  safety,  COMET  vehicle 
safety  and  commercial 
launch  site  operations 

Support  assessment  of  risk    1995 
and  risk  management  issues  in 
support  of  safety  evaluations 
and  regulatory  issues 

Provide  engineering  1995 

assessment  support 

Support  assessment  of         1996 
environmental  issues  and 
preparation  and  review  of 
required  environmental 
studies /documents 

Technical  support  including   1996 
maximum  probable  loss 
analyses,  license  and 
compliance  monitoring 
tracking  system,  database 
maintenance 

Software  acquisition  and      N/A 
development 

Domestic  policy  analysis,     1995 
including  market  forecasts, 
economic  impacts  of  excess 
missile  assets,  assessment 
of  commercial  applications 
of  vehicle  technologies,  and 
evaluation  of  infrastructure 
needs  and  priorities. 

Regulatory  impact  analysis    1995 


Support  for  development  and   1995 
implementation  of  international 
launch  service  trade  accords 


$500,000 


$450,000 


$500,000 

$125,000 
$150,000 


$750,000 


$150,000 
$298,000 


$100,000 
$  80,000 


Misc. 


Program  Support 


N/A 


$  80,000 
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COMMERCIAL  SPACE  LAUNCHES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  list  the  commercial  space  launches  which  have 
occurred  thus  far  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  the  estimated  schedule  for 
the  remainder  of  the  year,  similar  to  the  data  found  on  page  1117 
of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Shown  below  are  the  commercial  launches  that  have  occurred  in  FY  1993  through 
April  15,  1993: 

McDonnell  Douglas  launch  of  a  Delta  rocket  carr5dng  a  German  communications 
satellite  (KOPERNIKUS)  on  October  12,  1992;  Orbital  Sciences  launch  of  a  Pegasus 
rocket  carrying  a  Brazilian  environmental  satellite  and  an  Orbcomm  satellite  (SCD- 
1/OXP)  on  February  9,  1993;  EER  Systems  (Space  Systems  Division)  unsuccessful 
launch  of  a  Starfire  rocket  carrying  a  microgravity  research  satellite  (Consort-6)  for 
the  university-based  Center  for  the  Commercial  Development  of  Space  on  February 
19,  1993;  and  General  Dynamics  unsuccessful  launch  of  an  Atlas  rocket  carrying  a 
U.S.  Navy  communications  satellite  (UHF  1)  on  March  25,  1993. 

The  following  are  launches  currently  shown  for  the  remainder  of  1993  on  the  U.S. 
Commercial  Space  Transportation  Manifest,  March  15,  1993: 

EER  Systems  launch  of  Conestoga  rocket  carrying  a  COMET  reentry  vehicle  con- 
taining microgravity  experiments;  Space  Industries,  Inc.  reentry  launch  of  the 
COMET  reentry  vehicle;  Orbital  Science  of  a  Pegasus  rocket  carrying  a  communica- 
tions satellite  (ORB  COMM);  McDonnell  Douglas  launch  of  a  Delta  rocket  carrying 
an  SDIO  experimental  satellite  (MSX);  McDonnell  Douglas  launch  of  a  Delta  rocket 
carrying  a  NATO  communications  satellite  (NATO  IVB);  and  General  Dynamics 
launch  of  an  Atlas  rocket  carrying  an  AT&T  communications  satellite  (TELSTAR 
401). 

ORBITAL  LAUNCH  FEES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  orbital  launch  fee  schedule  shown 
on  page  1003  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  table  shows  actual  user  fees  for  FY  1992  and  FY  1993.  User  fees  are 
not  included  in  the  FY  1994  budget  request. 

User  fees 

Company  Fee  amount 

Fiscal  Year  1992: 

EER  Systems  Corp.: 

CONSORT-4  launch $1,000 

CONSORT-5-11  application 2,500 

Subtotal 3,500 

General  Dynamics  Commercial  Launch  Service,  Inc.: 

License  renewal 2,500 

EUTELSAT  2  launch 34,550 

GALAXY  V  launch 30,800 

INTELSAT-K  launch 36,875 

GALAXY  IR  Launch 30,800 

Subtotal 135,525 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation: 

License  renewal 2,500 

Palapa  B-4  launch 27,075 

License  application 2,500 

GE  SATCOM  C-4  launch 27,075 

Subtotal 59,150 

Orbital  Sciences  Corporation: 

License  renewal 2,500 
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Company  Fee  amount 

License  application 2,500 

Subtotal 5,000 

Fiscal  year  1992  total 203,175 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

EER  Systems  Corporation: 

Consort-5  launch 1,000 

Subtotal 1,000 

General  Dynamics  Commercial  Launch  Services,  Inc.: 

License  application 2,500 

Subtotal 2,500 

Fiscal  year  1993  total ^3,500 

Fiscal  year  1994  ^ 

'Fees  were  collected  before  the  enactment  of  the  amendments  to  the  Commercial  Space 
Launch  Act  prohibiting  the  collection  of  commercial  space  user  fees. 

^The  Department  is  not  authorized  to  collect  commercied  space  launch  user  fees,  emd  commer- 
cied  space  launch  user  fees  are  not  included  in  the  FY  1994  budget  request. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  data  on  estimated  user  fees  by 
company  as  shown  on  pages  1003-1004  of  last  year's  hearing  record 
by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1992-1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  established  commercial  space  launch  user  fees  late  in  FY  1991, 
collecting  $203,175  in  user  fees  during  FY  1992.  The  Department  was  specifically 
prohibit<Mi,  in  amendments  to  the  Commercial  Space  Launch  Act  (CSLS)  contained 
in  the  1993  NASA  Authorization  Act,  from  collecting  any  commercial  space  launch 
user  fees  unless  authorized  the  CSLA  User  fees  are  not  included  in  the  FY  1994 
budget  request. 

When  commercial  space  launch  user  fees  were  in  place  under  the  Commercial 
Space  Transportation  Licensing  Regulations,  it  was  required  that  all  license  applica- 
tions be  accompanied  by  a  fixed  $2,500  license  application  fee.  Licensees  were  re- 
quired to  pay  an  annual  $2,500  license  renewal  fee,  if  applicable,  and  a  launch  fee. 

Orbital  launch  fees  were  assessed  at  the  rate  of  $2.50  per  pound  for  the  maximum 
payload  lift  capability  of  the  launch  vehicle  as  determined  in  accordance  with  pa- 
rameters provided  in  the  regulations.  Sub-orbital  launch  fees  were  fixed  at  $1,000 
per  launch.  The  following  table  shows  launch  fees  for  selected  vehicles. 

Orbital  launch  fee  schedule  for  selected  vehicles 

Vehicle-  Launch  fee 

Delta  6920/6925 $21,325 

Delta  7920/7925 $27,075 

Atlas  I $30,800 

Atlas  II $34,550 

Atlas  IIA $36,875 

Atlas  HAS $45,450 

Titan  III $72,000 

The  relatively  low  application  and  renewal  fees  allowed  a  company  to  apply  for  a 
license  with  little  financial  risk.  Fixing  the  launch  fee  for  a  suborbital  launch  at 
$1,000  and  basing  the  fee  for  an  orbital  launch  on  payload  lift  capacity  ensured  that 
fees  were  a  small  fraction  of  the  total  cost  of  the  launch. 

ACQUISITION  PROCESS  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  summary  of  your  findings  in  pro- 
curement management  reviews  and  describe  the  objectives  of  your 
planned  reviews  for  the  balance  of  fiscal  year  1993  and  for  fiscal 
year  1994,  as  shown  on  page  978  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Major  findings  in  Procurement  Management  Reviews  were  identified  in  areas  of 
contract  pricing,  funding,  procurement  integrity  documentation,  contract  adminis- 
tration, and  small  purchases.  For  example,  one  of  the  problems  identified  in  the 
contract  pricing  area  was  lack  of  documentation  to  substantiate  that  prices  were 
fair  and  reasonable.  Problems  identified  in  the  procurement  integrity  area  included 
lack  of  list  of  procurement  official  with  the  purchase  request  as  required  by  DOT 
policy  and  lack  of  required  certifications.  A  problem  identified  in  the  contract  ad- 
ministration area  was  payment  of  invoices  not  consistent  with  the  applicable  con- 
tract action. 

The  purpose  of  Procurement  Management  Reviews  has  not  changed  from  that 
stated  on  page  978  of  last  year's  hearing  record  and  five  Procurement  Management 
Reviews  were  conducted  in  fiscal  year  1992.  It  is  expected  six  reviews  will  be  con- 
ducted in  fiscal  year  1993.  Currently  the  team  is  conducting  a  review  at  the  FAA 
Headquarters  and  a  June  1993  review  of  the  RSPA  Volpe  National  Transportation 
Systems  Center  is  planned. 

Although  not  finalized.  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1994  plans  include  five  reviews  being 
conducted  with  at  least  two  of  these  outside  the  Washington,  DC  area.  It  is  antici- 
pated some  FY  1994  reviews  will  be  conducted  at  contracting  offices  reviewed  in  FY 
1992  to  confirm  that  previously  identified  problem  areas  have  been  resolved. 

FAA  TECHNICAL  CENTER  REVIEW 

Mr.  Carr.  In  particular,  please  provide  a  detailed  explanation  of 
the  findings  of  your  review  of  the  FAA  Technical  Center,  which 
was  to  be  completed  in  June  1992. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Procurement  Management  Review  team  did  review  the  FAA  Technical 
Center  in  June  1992  as  planned  and  the  final  report,  complete  with  a  plan  of  action 
to  correct  deficiencies,  was  issued  in  November  1992.  Improvements  were  identified 
in  pricing  of  contract  actions,  ratifications,  procurement  integrity,  subcontracting 
plans,  funding,  contract  administration  planning,  and  small  purchases. 

The  plan  of  action  and  milestones  are  scheduled  for  completion  in  October  1993. 
Before  most  milestones  are  completed,  the  FAA  Technical  Center  plan  of  action  re- 
quires internal  reviews  for  up  to  six  months  to  assure  the  deficiencies  are  resolved. 

TRANSIT  SUBSIDY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  list,  by  mode,  the  amount  of  funding  included 
in  the  fiscal  year  1993  and  1994  budgets  for  participation  in  the 
transit  subsidy  program. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  program  is  shown  below.  These  estimates  are  based  on 
actual  data  through  March  1993  and  assume  a  10%  increase  in  participation  in  FY 
1994. 


[Dollars  In  thousands] 
Administration  FY  1993  FY  1994 

FAA 

FHWA 

FRA 

FTA 

MARAO 

NHTSA 

IG 

OST 

RSPA 

SLSDC 

USCG 

Total 2.578.0  2.836.0 


$1,059.6 

$1,165.5 

304.2 

334.6 

72.2 

79.4 

105.7 

116.3 

144.4 

158.8 

154.5 

170.2 

64.5 

70.9 

283.6 

312.0 

72.2 

79.4 

2.6 

2.9 

314.5 

346.0 

1,884 

2,072 

894 

983 

197 

217 

276 

303 

262 

288 

266 

293 

239 

263 

473 

520 

268 

295 

8 

9 

619 

681 
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Mr.  Carr.  Please  list,  by  mode,  the  estimated  number  of  employ- 
ees to  be  supported  by  this  program  in  each  of  fiscal  years  1993  and 
1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimated  program  participation  is  shown  below.  These  estimates  are  based 
on  actual  data  through  March  1993  and  assume  a  10%  increase  in  participation  in 
FY  1994. 

FY  1993  FY  1994 

estimated  estimated 

participants        participants 

FAA 

FHWA 

FRA 

nA 

MARAD 

NHTSA 

IG 

OST 

RSPA 

SLSDC 

USCG 

TOTAL 5,386  5,924 


PROFICIENCY  FLYING  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  For  the  record,  please  update  the  listing  of  positions 
currently  in  the  proficiency  flying  program  £is  shown  on  page  987 
of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  of  March  25,  1993,  there  were  1,218  participants  in  the  program: 
Regions — 1,167;  1,101 — aviation  safety  inspectors;  8 — air  traffic  control  specialists; 
41 — aircraft  certification  specialists;  10 — airway  facilities  specialists;  1 — airports  spe- 
cialist; 3 — attorney;  medical  officer;  physician's  assistant;  3 — regioned  acfaiinistra- 
tors. 

Wash.  HQS — 51;  1  Deputy  Assoc.  Administrator  for  Aviation  Safety;  1  Office  of 
Assoc.  Administrator  for  Airway  Facilities:  general  engineer;  1  Office  of  Executive 
Director  for  Systems  Development:  management  analyst;  2  R&D  Service:  general  en- 
gineer; psychologist;  31  Flight  Standards  Service:  aviation  safety  inspectors;  3  Flight 
Program  staff:  aircraft  operations  specialist;  aviation  safety  inspector;  program 
manager;  2  Office  of  the  Chief  Counsel:  attorneys;  1  Office  of  System  Capacity  and 
Requirements:  program  manager;  1  Air  Traffic  Oj)erations  Service:  air  traffic  con- 
trol specialist;  1  Office  of  International  Aviation:  international  services  sp)ecialist;  1 
Program  Engineering  Service:  electronics  engineer;  1  Office  of  Assoc.  Administrator 
for  Air  Traffic:  military  liaison;  1  Office  of  Safety  Quality  Assurance:  management 
analyst;  3  Office  of  Aviation  Safety  Oversight:  operations  research;  general  engi- 
neer; program  manager;  1  Director,  Vertical  Flight  Office:  program  manager. 

GAO  PROCUREMENT  REFORM  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  August  1991,  the  GAO  (GAO/GGD-91-103)  com- 
mented on  progress  made  by  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  in  implement- 
ing new,  streamlined  acquisition  procedures.  Please  discuss  the  po- 
tential for  utilizing  similar  procedures  within  the  Department  of 
Transportation  and  explain  any  actions  which  would  be  needed  to 
implement  such  a  change. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  GAO  report  addressed  three  areas  where  the  U.S.  Postal  Service's  (USPS) 
streamlined  acquisition  methods  differ  from  federal  agencies'  requisite  acquisition 
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procedures:  (1)  allowance  of  "adequate  competition"  versus  "full  and  open  competi- 
tion"; (2)  use  of  simplified  procedures  to  buy  up  to  $1  million  worth  of  commercial 
items  and  up  to  $50,000  for  any  other  purchase;  and  (3)  allowance  of  a  simplified, 
inexpensive,  and  expedient  process  for  protest  resolution.  Adoption  or  adaptation  of 
any  of  the  USPS's  procedures  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  would  re- 
quire statutory  action. 

There  may  be  potential  benefits  to  be  gained  through  reduced  procurement  costs 
by  enactment  of  the  same  or  similar  provisions  utilized  by  the  USPS,  especially  in 
the  area  of  simplified  procedures  for  commercial  items  and  small  purchases.  If  Con- 
gress were  to  so  authorize,  DOT  could  study  the  aforementioned  USPS  procedures 
and  develop  a  pilot  progr^  containing  full,  partial,  or  modified  implementation  of 
the  USPS  procedures  in  DOT,  without  regard  to  existing  laws  and  regulations.  Ap- 
proval of  a  pilot  program  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Office  of  Federal  Procurement 
Policy  would  ensure  that  adequate  controls  and  reporting  procedures  were  estab- 
lished by  DOT. 

KEY  DECISION  POINTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  October  30,  1992,  Major  Acquisition  Policy  and 
Procedures  document  describes  situations  where  a  key  decision 
point,  KDP,  may  be  skipped  or  combined  Avith  subsequent  KDPs. 
Please  provide  a  list  of  all  cases  over  the  past  year  where  the 
TSARC  has  allowed  such  actions. 

[The  information  follows:] 

TSARC  did  not  authorize  any  program  to  skip  or  combine  Key  Decision  Points 
(KDP's)  over  the  past  year. 

PROGRAM  DEVIATION  REPORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  provide  a  listing  of  all  program  deviation 
reports  prepared  over  the  past  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  have  been  no  prc^am  deviation  reports  to  date. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  TSARC  meetings,  briefings 
and  other  activities  relating  to  KDP  milestones  scheduled  or 
planned  for  the  next  12  months,  by  program.  For  each,  explain  the 
planned  purpose  of  the  meeting. 

[The  information  follows:] 

TSARC  ACnVITIES 

We  schedule  TSARCs  approximately  45  days  after  receipt  of  submissions  from  the 
Operating  Administrations  (OA's). 

Scheduling  TSARCs  depends  on  the  activities  of  the  OA's  Acquisition  Review 
Councils.  A  tentative  list  of  KDPs  for  the  Coast  Guard  and  FAA  is  maintained,  how- 
ever, a  TSARC  will  not  be  scheduled  until  a  submission  is  actually  received  from 
the  OA. 

Following  is  a  list  of  scheduled  TSARCs: 

PLANNED  TSARC 


Program 


Date 


Purpose 


Technical    Support    Service    Contract   April  22, 1993 

(TSC). 

t)00  Base  closures April  22,  1993 

Aviation    Weather    Products   Generator  May  4  1993 

(AWPG). 
Integrated  Terminal  Weather  Systems   May  4, 1993 

(ITWS). 


Approval  of  Acquisition  Plan. 

Approval  of  Acquisition  Plan. 
Approval  of  Key  Decision  Point  2  and  Acqui- 
sition Plan. 
Approval  of  Acquisition  Plan. 


No  other  TSARC  activity  has  been  scheduled. 
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CONTRACTING  PRACTICES  REVIEW 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  recent  letter,  the  OMB  director  asked  each  de- 
partment to  review  their  contracting  practices  by  June  30,  1993.  to 
determine  the  effectiveness  of  current  practices  and  to  see  whether 
too  many  activities  have  been  contracted  out.  Please  provide  a  de- 
tailed discussion  of  how  the  Department  is  implementing  this  di- 
rective. 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  March  16,  1993,  letter  from  the  OMB  Director  to  Secretary  Pena  asked  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  (DOT)  to  complete  by  June  30,  1993,  a  review  of  its  serv- 
ice contracting  policies,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  following  questions:  (1)  Are 
your  department's  existing  contracts  accomplishing  what  was  intended?  (2)  Do  you 
have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  monitor  such  contractors  accountable  for  re- 
sults, and  to  ensure  the  Government  gets  what  it  is  paying  for?  (3)  Are  you  certain 
that  the  services  being  performed  by  contractors  are  not  "inherently  governmen- 
tal?" 

The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration  has  been  working  closely  with  the 
Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG)  and  the  Operating  Administrations  (OAs).  They 
have  developed  a  two-phased  approach  to  the  study  effort. 

First,  personnel  from  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  and  the  OAs  are  review- 
ing approximately  60  service  contracts  which  were  randomly  selected  from  the  DOT 
Contract  Information  System.  The  reviewers  are  using  a  questionnaire  which  ad- 
dresses the  concerns  in  Mr.  Panetta's  letter.  Appropriate  action  will  be  taken  to  ad- 
dress problems. 

Second,  we  will  supplement  existing  DOT  policy  to  ensure  that  problem  areas  are 
addressed  in  advance  of  contract  award.  Current  procedures  already  lend  them- 
selves to  addressing  the  areas  of  concern  to  OMB.  The  Transportation  Systems  Ac- 
quisition Review  council  (TSARC)  process  provides  for  Deputy  Secretary  approval  of 
contracts  greater  than  $50  million  at  the  time  of  mission  need  which  is  prior  to 
budget  submittal,  and  at  other  key  points  throughout  the  life  of  the  acquisition. 
This  includes  service  contracts.  In  addition,  current  procedures  require  the  prepara- 
tion of  an  acquisition  plan  for  all  acquisitions  between  $5M  and  $50M. 

Both  the  TSARC  process  and  procedures  for  the  preparation  of  an  acquisition 
plan  can  be  amended  to  ensure  that  service  contract  concerns  are  addressed.  Addi- 
tional policy  guidance  will  be  issued  to  address  contracts  below  $5M,  as  appropriate. 

GAO  REPORT  ON  PROGRESS  PAYMENT  REVIEWS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  January  1992,  the  GAO  concluded  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  was  routinely  not  using  key  data  in  its  progress 
payment  reviews  GAO/NSIAD-92-01.  Have  you  seen  this  report? 
And,  if  you  have,  would  you  advise  the  Committee  if  any  of  the 
findings  or  recommendations  apply  to  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  has  reviewed  the  GAO  report  entitled 
"Key  Data  Not  Routinely  Used  in  Progress  Payment  Reviews."  This  report  recom- 
mended that  the  Department  of  Defense  require  its  administrative  contracting  offi- 
cers to  use  contractors'  cost/schedule  control  systems.  Government  independent  esti- 
mated completion  costs,  and  production  and  delivery  data  to  prevent  overpayments 
on  progress  payments. 

In  line  with  GAO  report  recommendations,  DOT  does  have  contracts  that  require 
contractors  to  submit  cost  schedule  control  reports  which  are  reviewed  by  the  Con- 
tracting Officer's  Technical  Representative  (COTR)  assigned  to  monitor  the  contrac- 
tor's performance  under  these  contracts.  When  necessary,  the  COTR  also  visits  the 
contractor's  facility  to  review  the  contractor's  records  and  evaluate  the  progress  to 
ensure  that  the  expended  costs  are  commensurate  with  the  contractor's  progress. 
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CLOSING  REMARKS 


Mr.  Carr.  With  that,  thank  you  for  your  time  and  your  diligence 
and  the  cooperation  you  have  given  to  this  Committee.  We  will  con- 
clude this  hearing  today. 

Ms.  Colons.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Seymour.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Tuesday,  April  20,  1993. 

UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 

WITNESSES 
U.S.  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

KENNETH  M.  MEAD,  DIRECTOR,  TRANSPORTATION  ISSUES,  RESOURCES, 
COMMUNITY,  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  DIVISION,  GENERAL  AC- 
COUNTING OFFICE 

EMI  NAKAMURA,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR  FOR  COAST  GUARD  AND  MARI- 
TIME ISSUES,  RESOURCES,  COMMUNITY,  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOP- 
MENT DIVISION 

STEVEN  R.  GAZDA,  RESOURCES,  COMMUNITY,  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOP- 
MENT DIVISION 

U.S.  COAST  GUARD 

ADM.  J.  WILLIAM  KIME,  COMMANDANT,  U.S.  COAST  GUARD 
CAPT.  THOMAS  H.  COLLINS,  CHIEF,  PROGRAMS  DIVISION 
CAPT.  ROY  J.  CASTO,  CHIEF,  BUDGET  DIVISION 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  morning.  The  Subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

Today  we  will  receive  testimony  on  the  fiscal  year  1994  request 
of  the  Coast  Guard.  That  request  totals  $3.73  billion,  a  4  percent 
increase  over  fiscal  year  1993.  We  will  also  review  the  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  of  several  Coast  Guard  major  program  areas  to 
make  sure  that  the  taxpayers  are  getting  the  most  for  their  dollar. 

First  this  morning  we  are  going  to  hear  from  our  good  friend 
Ken  Mead  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  his  supporting 
staff.  The  GAO  has  done  some  extensive  work  on  Coast  Guard  pro- 
grams over  the  last  three  years,  work  which  has  been  valuable  to 
this  committee  and  has  pointed  out  some  budgetary  savings. 

We  will  then  hear  from  Admiral  William  Kime,  commandant  of 
the  Coast  Guard. 

Two  days  in  a  row,  Mr.  Mead.  We  welcome  you  again  to  the 
Committee.  Your  entire  statement,  as  always,  will  be  inserted  in 
the  record.  I  ask  you  to  make  an  oral  summation. 

Statement  of  Ken  Mead 

Mr.  Mead.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Of  course,  you  were  also  here  all  day  yesterday.  That  is  two  days 
for  both  of  us. 

Let  me  introduce  my  colleagues.  Ms.  Nakamura  on  my  left  is  my 
Assistant  Director  for  Coast  Guard  and  Maritime  Issues,  and  Mr. 
Gazda  here  on  my  right  directs  most  of  the  work  in  that  area.  We 
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also  have  a  supporting  team  here  today.  I  would  like  permission 
just  to  include  those  names  in  the  edited  transcript,  if  I  might. 

Mr.  Carr.  Fine. 

Mr.  Mead.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  set  a  tone  in  my  state- 
ment. This  is  the  first  year  we  have  testified  on  the  Coast  Guard's 
budget. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  a  relatively  small  service  but  it  has  a  big  job. 
They  are  hard  working  and  a  good  many  people  owe  the  Coast 
Guard  a  great  debt  of  gratitude. 

As  you  pointed  out  earlier,  we  have  done  quite  a  bit  of  work  at 
the  Coast  Guard,  and  we  found  them  good  to  work  with,  both  in 
the  region  and  at  headquarters.  They  have  been  most  accommodat- 
ing and  in  the  context  of  the  specific  jobs  that  we  have  done,  they 
have  usually  been  quite  responsive  to  our  recommendations. 

The  purpose  of  our  testimony  today  is  really  intended  to  help  the 
Coast  Guard  build  on  its  record  of  achievements  and  identify  tar- 
gets of  opportunity  for  strengthening  the  efficiency  and  effective- 
ness of  its  operations  and  use  of  its  budgetary  resources. 

I  will  focus  on  three  areas.  First,  the  Coast  Guard's  budget  over 
the  past  decade;  second,  our  past  work  on  Coast  Guard  programs 
and  activities;  and  finally,  the  implications  of  that  work  for  the 
management  of  the  Coast  Guard. 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Concerning  the  Coast  Guard's  budget,  despite  intensified  compe- 
tition for  resources,  the  Coast  Guard  is  in  an  enviable  position  of 
having  experienced  about  a  50  percent  increase  in  its  budget  over 
the  past  10  years.  The  Coast  Guard's  funding  has  increased  from 
about  $2.5  billion  in  1983  to  $3.7  billion  in  fiscal  1993. 

The  budget  numbers,  though,  represent  a  higher  rate  of  growth 
than  most  other  DOT  agencies,  and  that  is  what  this  chart  repre- 
sents by  fiscal  year.  The  dark,  solid  line  represents  the  Coast 
Guard,  and  the  dotted  line  represents  all  other  DOT  agencies  in 
the  aggregate. 

This  year  the  Coast  Guard  is  requesting  $3.8  billion,  which  is  an 
increase  of  $150  million  over  its  1993  budget.  In  response  to  chang- 
ing priorities,  the  Coast  Guard  has  had  to  shift  resources,  and  has 
increased  funding  for  some  programs  and  decreased  funding  in 
others. 

As  this  chart  shows,  since  1983,  the  Coast  Guard  has  reduced  the 
percentage  of  funding  for  search  and  rescue  and  aids  to  navigation, 
and  increased  funding  for  its  other  missions.  Most  notably  you  will 
notice  that  enforcement  of  laws  and  treaties  went  from  about  28 
percent  in  1983  to  39  percent  in  fiscal  1993. 

To  put  that  in  context,  there  are  various  laws  such  as  the  Anti- 
Drug  Abuse  Act  of  1988,  which  mandated  additional  air  surveil- 
lance to  help  enforce  drug  laws.  That  was  partly  responsible  for 
causing  some  of  these  shifts.  More  recently,  the  Coast  Guard  has 
been  given  additional  responsibilities  for  environmental  protection 
by  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990.  Of  course,  there  is  a  funding 
mechanism  that  goes  along  with  that  law. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  also  periodically  faced  with  exigencies  like 
Hurricane  Andrew  and  Desert  Storm.  Sometimes  the  Coast  Guard 
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will  receive  a  supplemental  appropriation  to  defray  the  cost  of  such 
activities.  However,  we  are  facing  an  era  in  which  available  re- 
sources for  our  programs  are  likely  to  be  tighter.  Therefore,  the 
Coast  Guard  will  have  to  manage  its  resource  as  effectively  as  pos- 
sible. 

In  our  work,  we  found  numerous  instances  where  the  Coast 
Guard  could  better  manage  its  resources  and  support  its  missions 
more  effectively.  There  have  been  three  areas  in  particular  that  we 
have  seen  recur  from  program  to  program. 

ACQUISITION  PROCESS 

The  first  is  weaknesses  in  the  acquisition  process.  The  second  is 
an  insufficient  base  of  information  on  its  programs.  And  finally,  a 
difficulty,  indeed  even  an  inability,  in  measuring  program  results. 

Acquisitions:  In  our  reviews  of  four  major  Coast  Guard  acquisi- 
tions totaling  about  a  billion,  we  found  that  the  Coast  Guard  didn't 
follow  the  rigors  of  required  acquisition  steps. 

One  example  is  the  attempted  procurement  of  47  Heritage-class 
patrol  boats,  estimated  cost  about  $329  million.  The  problem  there 
was  that  the  Coast  Guard  didn't  really  have  a  good  command  on 
what  the  proposed  fleet  size  should  be  and  what  its  capabilities 
should  be,  and  it  hadn't  evaluated  fully  a  number  of  alternatives. 
The  Coast  Guard  canceled  that  procurement,  or  at  least  deferred  it. 

Another  example  is  its  planned  procurement  of  housing  over  a 
three-year  period.  There  the  problem  was  that  the  Coast  Guard 
didn't  determine  if  there  were  housing  shortages  in  the  communi- 
ties or  whether  alternatives  such  as  leasing  would  have  been  more 
cost  effective,  and  they  neglected,  in  some  instances,  to  include  the 
purchase  price  of  land  in  estimating  how  much  it  was  going  to  cost 
them  to  acquire  the  housing.  The  Coast  Guard  indicated  it  would 
take  corrective  actions. 

INFORMATION  BASE 

We  also  have  found  that  the  Coast  Guard  management  is  ham- 
pered because  it  doesn't  always  have  an  adequate  base  of  informa- 
tion about  its  programs. 

Just  a  few  examples.  In  1991,  we  found  that  the  Coast  Guard 
risked  unnecessary  duplication  of  oil  spill  response  equipment  pur- 
chases with  that  of  the  private  sector,  until  it  knew  what  the  pri- 
vate sector  was  acquiring,  which  is  one  of  its  responsibilities  under 
the  new  environmental  legislation. 

In  1991,  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard's  inspection  of  water- 
front facilities  left  portions  of  those  facilities  uninspected  because 
they  didn't  tell  their  field  inspectors  that  they  were  responsible  for 
inspecting  that  portion. 

In  1992,  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  had  to  reopen  a  vessel 
traffic  service  system  in  New  Orleans  that  had  been  closed  even 
though  they  didn't  have  sufficient  information  on  which  to  base 
the  closure.  Just  recently  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  inspec- 
tors were  identifying  cruise  ships  safety  deficiencies,  some  serious 
ones,  but  they  weren't  recording  them. 
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We  think  the  absence  of  a  good  information  base  has  sometimes 
hampered  the  Coast  Guard  in  its  efforts  to  identify  its  strengths, 
weaknesses  and  patterns  of  safety  deficiencies. 

PERFORMANCE  MEASURES 

Finally,  regarding  performance,  we  have  reported  several  times 
that  the  Coast  Guard  does  not  really  have  systems  in  place  to 
measure  well  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  its  programs.  We 
have  recommended  to  them  several  times  that  they  develop  goals 
and  objectives  and  measure  progress  towards  achieving  those  goals. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  agreed  with  those  recommendations,  but  its 
progress  in  implementing  them  has  been  slow.  Until  they  are  de- 
veloped, it  is  going  to  be  difficult  for  the  Coast  Guard  as  well  as  the 
subcommittee  to  adequately  determine  how  well  the  Coast  Guard  is 
actually  managing  all  of  its  resources. 

Again,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  taken 
action  for  the  most  part  to  address  weaknesses  we  have  found  in 
specific  programs.  But  since  we  find  the  same  weaknesses  time  and 
again  in  different  programs,  we  wanted  to  mention  them  today. 
They  are  not  isolated  occurrences,  and  our  concern  is  that  they 
may  be  systemic  in  nature,  and  therefore  deserving  of  the  Coast 
Guard's  attention. 

I  do  want  to  point  out  that  in  the  acquisition  area  the  Coast 
Guard  has  established  an  Office  of  Acquisitions,  and  how  well  that 
office  operates  is  going  to  be  particularly  important  because,  in  this 
year's  budget,  there  is  a  substantial  amount  of  out-year  money  in 
the  acquisition  area. 

They  are  also  devoting  attention  to  the  development  of  informa- 
tion systems  in  the  marine  safety  and  other  areas,  and  we  think 
that  work  is  rather  important  too. 

I  would  like  to  just  leave  the  subcommittee  with  one  suggestion, 
that  at  the  conclusion  of  this  year's  budget  process  you  may  wish 
to  consider  directing  the  Coast  Guard  to  select  two  or  three  key 
program  areas  in  which  to  establish  measures  of  program  effective- 
ness. I  don't  think  it  would  be  reasonable  to  establish  them  for  all 
missions  this  year.  However,  I  do  think  some  need  to  be  established 
in  selected  key  areas  such  as  search  around  rescue,  marine  safety, 
or  environmental  protection. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ken  Mead  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  the  management  of 
the  Coast  Guard  as  part  of  these  budget  hearings.   The  Coast  Guard, 
like  many  other  federal  agencies,  has  entered  an  era  where  the 
budget  resources  available  for  its  missions  may  become  more  scarce 
while  demands  for  its  services  remain  strong.   Complicating  these 
factors  for  the  Coast  Guard  are  its  wide-ranging  missions  and  its 
need  to  respond  quickly  to  emergencies,  by,  for  example,  aiding 
victims  of  Hurricane  Andrew  or  interdicting  migrants  from  Haiti. 
In  this  budgetary  and  operating  environment,  it  is  imperative  for 
the  Coast  Guard  to  operate  as  efficiently  and  effectively  as 
possible  and  to  allocate  its  resources  judiciously. 

Over  the  last  several  years,  we  have  reviewed  a  wide  variety 
of  Coast  Guard  programs  and  activities.'  We  have  examined  the 
Coast  Guard's  plans  to  spend  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  on 
acquisitions  for  use  on  land  and  sea.   We  also  have  evaluated  how 
well  the  Coast  Guard  has  performed  its  day-to-day  activities.   The 
Coast  Guard  faces  and  meets  many  difficult  challenges  in  providing 
its  varied  and  often  invaluable  services,  including  the  saving  of 
over  4,000  lives  in  1992.   Our  testimony  today  is  intended  to  help 
the  Coast  Guard  build  on  its  achievements  and  identifies  targets  of 
opportunity  for  strengthening  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of 
its  operations  and  use  of  budgetary  resources.   Our  testimony, 
which  is  based  on  the  reviews  we  have  done,  focuses  on  three  main 
points: 

--  First,  the  Coast  Guard  is  in  the  enviable  position  of 
having  experienced  a  50  percent  increase  in  its  budget 
between  fiscal  years  1983  and  1993.   This  is  a  higher  rate 
of  growth  than  most  Department  of  Transportation  agencies 


'See  appendix  I  for  a  listing  of  GAO  reports  and  testimonies 
related  to  the  Coast  Guard. 
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have  experienced.   The  Coast  Guard  is  requesting  $3.8 
billion  in  spending  authority  for  fiscal  year  1994,  an 
increase  of  $150  million  over  the  nearly  $3.7  billion  it 
was  granted  in  fiscal  year  1993.   The  Coast  Guard  has  also, 
in  response  to  changing  demands  for  its  services,  shifted 
its  resources  among  its  many  missions;  increasing  funding 
for  some  while  decreasing  funding  for  others. 
Nevertheless,  the  Coast  Guard,  like  most  other  federal 
agencies,  is  facing  an  era  in  which  available  resources  for 
its  programs  are  likely  to  be  tighter  and  it  needs  to 
manage  its  resources  as  effectively  and  efficiently  as 
possible. 

Second,  in  our  previous  work,  which  focused  mainly  on  the 
Coast  Guard's  acquisition,  construction,  and  improvement 
(AC&I)  and  operating  expense  (OE)  activities,  we  identified 
numerous  instances  in  which  the  Coast  Guard  could  have  more 
effectively  managed  its  resources  and,  as  a  result,  the 
performance  of  its  missions  was  adversely  affected. 
Shortfalls  have  occurred  in  a  range  of  missions,  for 
example,  from  the  proposed  accjuisition  of  new  patrol  boats 
to  inspections  for  preventing  pipeline  pollution.   The 
shortfalls  stemmed  from  weaknesses  in  its  acquisition 
process,  an  insufficient  base  of  information  about  the 
agency's  programs  and  activities,  and  an  inability  to 
measure  the  results  of  programs  and  activities. 

Finally,  because  we  found  these  or  similar  weaknesses  in  a 
wide  variety  of  Coast  Guard  programs,  it  is  clear  they  are 
not  isolated  occurrences  and  may  be  systemic  in  nature. 
The  Coast  Guard  has  taken  action,  for  the  most  part,  to 
address  the  weaknesses  we  found  in  specific  programs  and 
made  recommended  improvements.   It  also  recognizes  that 
these  management  weaknesses  may  go  beyond  the  programs  we 
reviewed  and  has  begun  to  address  them  on  an  agency-wide 
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basis.   To  help  in  this  effort,  we  believe  that  the  Coast 
Guard  needs  to  reinforce  in  expectations  set  for  its  senior 
staff  the  importance  of  (1)  adhering  to  a  rigorous 
acquisition  process  and  (2)  developing  a  stronger  base  of 
information  on  its  programs.   This  would  provide  a  solid 
foundation  from  which  the  Coast  Guard  can  develop  measures 
of  effectiveness  to  improve  its  ability  to  evaluate  its 
programs.   Such  measures  will  enable  the  Coast  Guard  and 
the  Congress  to  determine  more  accurately  how  well  the 
Coast  Guard  is  meeting  its  responsibilities,  how  well  it  is 
using  its  resources,  and  where  available  resources  should 
be  deployed. 

THE  COAST  GUARD'S  BUDGET  AND  WIDE-RANGING  RESPONSIBILITIES 

Coast  Guard  leaders  and  supporters  have,  for  many  years,  been 
concerned  with  the  adequacy  of  the  Coast  Guard's  funding, 
particularly  in  light  of  the  agency's  broad  responsibilities.   We 
found,  however,  that  despite  intensified  competition  for  federal 
resources,  the  Coast  Guard's  spending  authority  increased  from  $2.5 
billion  in  fiscal  year  1983  to  nearly  $3.7  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1993.^  Only  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  has  experienced  a 
significantly  greater  increase  in  its  budget  in  the  same  time 
period.   As  figure  1  shows,  the  Coast  Guard  has  generally  done 
better  than  other  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  agencies. 


^he  fiscal  year  1993  figure  includes  about  $300  million  received 
from  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD) . 
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Figure  1:   Comparison  of  the  Rate  of  Change  in  Spending  Authority 
for  the  Coast  Guard  and  the  Department  of  Transportation.  Fiscal 
Years  1983  -  1993 
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Nota;  Percent  of  change  was  calculated  by  comparing  the  spending  authority  for  each  year  with  the 
spending  authority  for  1983.  1993  figures  are  estimates. 

Source:  GAO  analysis  of  Oepanment  of  Transportation  data. 


Traditionally,  the  Coast  Guard  has  received  almost  all  of  its 
funding  through  two  appropriation  accounts- -AC&I  and  OE.   The  AC&I 
account  generally  funds  major  acquisitions,  such  as  the  building  of 
vessels,  aircraft,  and  shore  facilities.   Its  OE  account  is  used  to 
pay  for  staff  and  activities  not  funded  through  specific  accounts. 
In  fiscal  year  1983,  it  received  $400  million  for  AC&I  activities 
and  $1.6  billion  for  OE  activities.   In  comparison,  in  fiscal  year 
1993,  it  received  $364  million  and  $2.6  billion  in  total  funding, 
respectively,  for  these  activities. 


In  response  to  changing  responsibilities,  work  load,  and 
national  priorities,  the  Coast  Guard  has  shifted  its  resources 
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about,  increasing  funding  for  some  programs  and  activities  and 
decreasing  its  funding  for  others.   Figure  2  shows,  for  example, 
that  since  1983,  the  Coast  Guard  has  reduced  funding  for  its  Search 
and  Rescue  and  Aids  to  Navigation  missions.   In  fiscal  1983,  these 
missions  accounted  for  27  percent  and  24  percent,  respectively,  of 
the  Coast  Guard's  operating  expenses.   For  fiscal  year  1993,  the 
Coast  Guard  estimates  that  these  programs  will  account  for  16 
percent  and  21  percent  of  its  operating  expenses.   Since  1983,  the 
Coast  Guard  has  also  increased  funding  for  its  five  remaining 
missions — Enforcement  of  Laws  and  Treaties,  Marine  Safety,  Marine 
Environmental  Protection,  Defense  Readiness  and  Ice  Operations. 

Figure  2:   Shift  in  Emphasis  Among  Coast  Guard  Missions.  Fiscal 
Years  1983  and  1993 
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Let  me  briefly  explain  why  the  Coast  Guard  has  shifted 
resources  among  these  missions.   Regarding  the  Enforcement  of  Laws 
and  Treaties  mission,  the  Anti-Drug  Abuse  Act  of  1988  mandated 
additional  maritime  air  surveillance  to  help  enforce  drug  laws.   In 
1989,  the  Coast  Guard  increased  its  Defense  Readiness  mission 
through  an  agreement  with  DOD  to  include  the  defense  of  harbors  and 
shipping  lanes  along  our  coasts  in  the  event  of  war.   In  Marine 
Safety,  the  Coast  Guard  has  been  assigned  to  protect  commercial 
fisherman  from  injury  by  ensuring  the  safety  of  commercial  fishing 
vessels . 

More  recently,  the  Coast  Guard  has  acquired  extensive 
additional  responsibilities  for  environmental  protection.   Key 
among  these  were  those  mandated  by  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990. 
For  example,  the  act  requires  the  Coast  Guard  to  help  direct 
responses  to  oil  spills  that  pose  a  "substantial  threat  to  public 
health  or  welfare,"  and  allows  it  to  help  direct  responses  to 
other,  less  severe  spills.   The  act  also  requires  that  the  Coast 
Guard  review  and  approve  thousands  of  response  plans  for  worst -case 
discharges  of  oil  and  hazardous  substances.   Additionally,  after 
the  issuance  of  our  1992  report  on  pollution  caused  by  abandoned 
vessels,  legislation  was  passed  giving  the  Coast  Guard  authority  to 
remove  abandoned  barges.   This  increased  authority  will  allow  the 
Coast  Guard  to  take  action  on  over  1300  vessels  abandoned  in  our 
waterways . 

In  addition  to  meeting  day-to-day  responsibilities,  the  Coast 
Guard  is  also  periodically  faced  with  demands,  like  those  created 
by  Hurricane  Andrew  in  1992,  which  required  it  to  dramatically 
increase  its  search  and  rescue  efforts.   Most  recently,  the  Coast 
Guard  increased  its  cutter  vessel  patrols  to  prevent  over  40,000 
Haitian  migrants  from  landing  illegally  on  U.S.  shores. 
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STRONGER  MANAGEMENT  NEEDED  FOR  COAST  GUARD  PROGRAMS  AND  ACTIVITIES 

Our  reviews  have  covered  a  wide  range  of  Coast  Guard 
activities- -from  the  collection  of  reimbursable  federal  costs  from 
Exxon  after  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  to  the  proposed  procurements 
of  major  acquisitions  such  as  the  Heritage  Class  patrol  boats. 
Although  the  programs  have  differed,  we  have  found  the  same 
management  weaknesses  have  recurred  that  handicap  the  Coast  Guard's 
ability  to  effectively  manage  its  resources- - (1)  weaknesses  in  its 
acquisition  process,  (2)  an  insufficient  base  of  information  about 
programs  and  activities,  and  (3)  an  inability  to  measure  the 
results  of  programs  and  activities. 

Following  Acquisition  Process  Could  Save  Taxpayers  Millions 

Acquisitions  of  large,  complex  systems  are  costly  and  usually 
critical  to  agencies'  missions.   The  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  (0MB),  through  its  circular  A- 109,  has  developed  a  rigorous 
process  to  help  agencies  avoid  problems  commonly  experienced  in 
acquiring  major  systems,  such  as  unnecessary  costs  and  excessive 
delays.   We  testified  before  this  subcommittee  in  1991  on  the 
critical  need  for  top  management  in  DOT  to  follow  this  acquisition 
process.   The  Coast  Guard  recognized  it  had  weaknesses  in  its 
acquisition  process  and  has  taken  steps  to  improve  it.   For 
example,  in  1988  it  established  an  Office  of  Acquisition  to  oversee 
the  acquisition  process  and  in  1992  implemented  our  recommendation 
to  provide  newly  selected  project  managers  with  relevant  training. 
Nevertheless,  in  our  reviews  of  the  Coast  Guard's  proposals  for 
four  major  acquisitions  whose  costs  totaled  nearly  $1  billion,  we 
found  that  the  Coast  Guard  had  not  followed  the  acquisition  steps 
outlined  in  OMB's  or  its  own  guidelines  and  was,  therefore,  at  risk 
of  wasting  taxpayers'  money.   For  example: 

--  In  its  attempts  to  procure  47  Heritage  Class  patrol  boats 
in  1990  that  were  estimated  to  cost  $329  million,  the  Coast 
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Guard  did  not  know  what  the  proposed  fleet's  size, 
composition,  and  capabilities  should  be  and  had  not 
evaluated  suitaJale  cost-effective  alternatives. 

--In  its  plan  to  acquire  $30  million  in  housing  in  1990 
through  1992,  the  Coast  Guard  did  not  determine  whether 
housing  shortages  existed  in  the  communities  or  consider 
whether  all  cost  effective  alternatives,  such  as  leasing, 
were  available.   Furthermore,  in  some  situations  where 
alternatives  were  analyzed,  the  Coast  Guard  did  not  use 
complete  or  accurate  data,  such  as  including  the  price  of 
land  as  part  of  the  cost  to  build  housing. 

--  In  its  attempt  to  procure  an  icebreaker  in  1989  that  was 
estimated  to  cost  $330  million,  both  the  need  for  and  the 
design  of  the  icebreaker  were  questioncdsle  because  the 
Coast  Guard  had  neither  adequately  surveyed  its  users ' 
needs  nor  determined  whether  less  costly  alternatives  were 
available. 

--  In  its  plans  to  spend  $200  million  between  1993  and  1997  to 
replace  its  fleet  of  coastal  buoy  tenders,  the  Coast  Guard 
was  not  certain  what  functions  these  replacement  vessels 
would  need  to  perform  and,  therefore,  whether  their 
capabilities  would  meet  the  Coast  Guard's  needs. 

A  More  Adequate  Base  of  Information  About  Programs 
and  Activities  Is  Needed 

Proper  management  and  decision-making  includes  developing 
clear  and  effective  policies  and  procedures,  collecting  the  right 
data,  and  communicating  and  coordinating  plans  and  activities  with 
the  right  people  and  organizations.   In  our  reviews  of  Coast  Guard 
operations,  we  often  found  that  the  agency  lacked  one  or  more  of 
these  elements.   The  Coast  Guard  recognizes  the  importance  of 
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having  an  adequate  base  of  information  about  its  programs  and 
activities  and  is  taking  steps  to  improve  it.   For  example,  it  is 
currently  developing  the  Marine  Safety  Network,  which  will  provide 
it  information  on  its  marine  safety  progrcim.   However,  until  it 
improves  its  base  of  information  on  all  of  its  programs,  we  believe 
that  the  Coast  Guard  will  continue  to  experience  the  types  of 
problems  we  have  previously  identified.   For  example: 

--  In  1990,  we  reported  that  the  federal  government  lost 

millions  of  dollars  because  the  Coast  Guard  did  not  provide 
clear  and  definitive  directions  to  other  federal  agencies 
for  recouping  the  costs  that  they  incurred  in  responding  to 
the  Exxon  Valdez  oil.  spill. 

--In  1991,  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  did  not  inspect 
portions  of  waterfront  facilities  because  it  did  not  tell 
its  field  units  that  they  were  responsible  for  inspecting 
them. 

--In  1990,  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  could  not  close 
search  and  rescue  stations  that  it  considered  unnecessary 
because  it  did  not  have  the  cost  amd  benefit  information 
needed  to  support  its  decision. 

--  In  1991,  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard,  while 

responsible  for  responding  to  spills  from  pipelines,  could 
not  ensure  timely  response  to  spills  because  it  did  not 
know  the  specific  location  or  operators  of  the  pipelines. 

--  In  1991,  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  sought  to  acquire 
oil  spill  response  equipment.   However,  because  it  did  not 
determine  what  equipment  private  industry  planned  to 
purchase  and  where  this  equipment  would  be  placed,  it 
risked  duplicating  purchase  of  oil  spill  response 
equipment . 
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--In  1992,  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard's  Morale, 

Welfare,  and  Recreation  Program  activities  and  facilities 
were  not  fully  utilized  because  the  Coast  Guard  did  not 
systematically  survey  its  users  to  determine  their 
interests. 

--  In  1992,  we  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  used  a  study  by 
the  Research  and  Special  Projects  Administration  to 
determine  that  it  was  cost -beneficial  to  reopen  the  vessel 
traffic  service  system  in  New  Orleans.   This  system  was 
closed  in  1988  without  sufficient  information  on  which  to 
base  the  closing. 

The  Coast  Guard  Needs  to  Measure  the  Results  of  Its  Programs 

In  1987  and  1990,  we  reported  that,  in  general,  the  Coast 
Guard  did  not  have  adequate  systems  in  place  to  measure  the 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  its  programs.   Such  systems  would 
help  the  Coast  Guard  manage  its  activities  and  allocate  its 
resources  effectively.   For  example,  in  fiscal  year  1992,  the  Coast 
Guard  spent  $243  million  in  OE  funds  for  its  Marine  Safety  mission. 
However,  it  does  not  have  performance  measures  to  determine  what 
impact  its  safety  activities  have  in  reducing  or  preventing 
accidents  and,  consequently,  whether  its  resources  are  used 
effectively.   Performance  measurement  systems  would  also  assist 
both  the  Coast  Guard  and  others- -notably  the  Congress --in 
accurately  assessing  the  Coast  Guard's  resource  needs. 

To  give  you  an  example  of  what  we  have  in  mind  when  we  talk 
about  performance  measures,  let  me  refer  to  a  report  that  we  issued 
in  June  1991  on  the  inspection  of  waterfront  facilities.   We 
reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  could  not  ensure  that  its  inspection 
strategy  was  making  the  best  use  of  available  resources  because  it 
did  not  have  a  system  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of  its  efforts. 
We  pointed  out  that  to  implement  such  a  system,  the  Coast  Guard 
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needed  to  collect  data  on  the  types,  severity,  and  frequency  of 
deficiencies  found  by  its  inspectors  and  cross-reference  these  data 
with  information  on  the  causes  of  oil  spills.   The  agency  could 
then  determine  which  deficiencies  were  causing  the  greatest  number 
of  severe  oil  spills  and  direct  its  resources  accordingly.   The 
Coast  Guard  could  then  evaluate  the-ef fectiveness  of  its  efforts  by 
establishing  goals,  such  as  a  specified  reduction  in  the  number  of 
spills  caused  by  certain  deficiencies,  and  measuring  its  progress 
towards  achieving  these  goals.   Thus,  it  would  have  measures  to 
evaluate  the  impact  of  its  inspections.   The  Coast  Guard's  Marine 
Safety  Network  System,  currently  under  development,  should  improve 
the  Coast  Guard's  ability  to  link  inspection  results,  facility 
history,  deficiencies,  regulation  violations,  and  pollution  case 
incidents  and  assist  it  toward  developing  performance  measures. 

■  We  have  recommended  to  the  Coast  Guard  several  times  that  it 
develop  goals  and  objectives  and  measure  its  progress  toward 
achieving  those  goals.   The  Coast  Guard  has  agreed  with  our 
recommendations,  but  its  progress  in  implementing  them  has  been 
slow.   It  has  stated  that  establishing  such  measures  is  very 
difficult  and  does  not  expect  them  to  be  in  place  for  years.   Until 
these  measures  are  developed,  though,  it  will  be  difficult  to 
determine  how  well  the  Coast  Guard  is  managing  its  resources  and 
making  budgetary  decisions,  including  decisions  that  require  the 
shift  of  resources  from  one  mission  to  another.    '* 

SHORT-  AND  LONG-TERM  STRATEGIES  TO  ADDRESS 
MANAGEMENT  WEAKNESSES 

Although  we  have  not  performed  an  overall  management  review  of 
the  Coast  Guard,  we  can  offer  some  general  observations  that  are 
based  on  what  we  have  found  over  the  last  several  years.   The  Coast 
Guard,  in  general,  has  been  responsive  to  our  specific 
recommendations  and  has  corrected  or  is  in  the  process  of  taking 
steps  to  correct  most  of  the  specific  problems  that  we  have 

11 


729 


identified.   It  has  also  begun  to  address  the  problems  on  an 
agency-wide  basis.   However,  we  continue  to  find  instances  of  the 
same  types  of  weaknesses  in  its  acquisition  process  and  day-to-day 
activities.   In  the  short  term,  we  believe,  it  needs  to  emphasize 
to  its  managers  the  importance  of  looking  for  and  addressing  these 
management  weaknesses  throughout  the  agency.   This  step  will  put 
the  Coast  Guard  in  a  position  to  develop  more  useful  measures  of 
effectiveness.   In  the  long  term,  the  Coast  Guard  should  continue 
its  planned  implementation  of  systems  to  measure  the  effectiveness 
of  its  programs.   The  Comptroller  General,  in  testifying  before  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs  in  March  of  this  year, 
spoke  on  the  need  for  federal  agencies  to  improve  the  management  of 
their  prograims.^  He  said  that  there  needs  to  be  a  fundamental 
change  in  the  way  government  works  and  that  this  requires  a  change 
in  the  incentives  that  drive  managers.   Incentives  can  be  changed 
by  holding  agencies  accountable  for  their  programs'  results.   This, 
in  turn,  can  be  done  by  developing  systems  to  measure  the 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  programs.   Although  the 
Comptroller  General's  comments  were  directed  at  the  federal 
government  as  a  whole,  we  believe  that  his  comments  also  apply  to 
the  Coast  Guard  specif ically- -measures  of  effectiveness  would 
provide  its  managers  with  the  incentives  to  be  accountable  for 
making  improvements  in  the  management  of  its  programs . 


This  concludes  my  prepared  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman.   We  will  be 
pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  or  other  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  may  have  at  this  time. 


^Improving  Government:   Need  to  Reexamine  Organization  and 
Performance  {GAO/T-GGD-93-9 ,  Mar.  11,  1993). 
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APPENDIX  I  APPENDIX  I 

U.S.  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  PRODUCTS  ON 
COAST  GUARD  PROGRAMS  AND  ACTIVITIES 

ACOUISITIONS 

Drug  Control:   Oversight  Needed  to  Prevent  Accfuisition  of 
Unnecessary  Ecfuipment  (GAO/NSIAD-92-260 ,  July  30,  1992). 

Coast  Guard:   Coastal  Buoy  Tender  Acquisition  Prp-ject  Did  Not 
Follow  Federal  Guidelines   {GAO/RCED-92-156,  May  20,  1992) . 

Coast  Guard:   Housing  Acquisition  Needs  Have  Not  Been  Adecmately 
Justified  {GAO/RCED-92-159,  May  19,  1992). 

Coast  Guard:   Adequacy  of  the  Justification  for  Heritage  Patrol 
Boats  (GAO/RCED-91-188,  July  12,  1991). 

Coast  Guard  Acquisitions:   Formal  Criteria  Needed  to  Ensure  Project 
Manager  Oualif ications  (GAO/RCED-90- 178 ,  June  19,  1990) . 

Coast  Guard  Icebreaker  Recmirements  (GAO/T-RCED- 89 -24 ,  Apr   12 
1989)  . 

MARINE  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 

Coast  Guard:   Abandoned  Vessels  Pollute  Waterways  and  Cost  Millions 
to  Clean  Up  and  Remove  (GAO/RCED-92-235,  July  21,  1992)  . 

Coast  Guard:   Coordination  and  Planning  for  National  Oil  Spill 
Response  (GAO/RCED-91-212,  Sept.  25,  1991)  . 

Coast  Guard:   Oil  Spills  Continue  Despite  Waterfront  Facility 
Inspection  Program  (GAO/RCED-91-161,  June  17,  1991) . 

Coast  Guard: Millions  in  Federal  Costs  May  Not  Be  Recovered  From 

Exxon  Valdez  Oil  Spill  (GAO/RCED-91-68,  Mar.  5,  1991). 

Pollution  from  Pipelines:   DOT  Lacks  Prevention  Program  and 
Information  for  Timely  Response  (GAO/RCED-91-60,  Jan.  28,  1991) . 

Coast  Guard: Additional  Efforts  Needed  to  Clean  Up  Hazardous  Waste 

Sites  (GAO/RCED-90 -164,  July  6,  1990). 

Coast  Guard: Adecmacv  of  Preparation  and  Response  to  Exxon  Valdez 

Oil  Spill  (GAO/RCED-90-44,  Oct.  30,  1989). 
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APPENDIX  I  APPENDIX  I 

MARINE  SAFETY.  CERTIFICATION.  AND  INSPECTION 

Coast  Guard:   Additional  Actions  Needed  to  Improve  Cruise  Ship 
Safety  (GAO/RCED-93-103 ,  Mar.  31,  1993). 

Coast  Guard:   Selection  of  Ports  for  Establishing  or  Improving 
Vessel  Traffic  Service  Systems  (GAO/RCED-93-110,  Mar.  19,  1993). 

Coast  Guard:   Inspection  Program  Improvements  Are  Under  Way  to  Help 
Detect  Unsafe  Tankers  (GAO/RCED-92-23 ,  Oct.  8,  1991). 

Coast  Guard:   Magnitude  of  Alcohol  Problems  and  Related  Maritime 
Accidents  Unknown  (GAO/RCED-90- 150,  May  24,  1990). 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PERSONNEL  MATTERS 

Transportation  Issues  (Transition  Series)  (GAO/OCG-93-14TR,  Dec. 
1992)  . 

Coast  Guard:   Progress  in  the  Marine  Safety  Network,  but  Many 
Uncertainties  Remain  (GAO/RCED-92-206 ,  Aug.  28,  1992). 

Coast  Guard:   Use  of  Appropriated  Funds  for  the  Morale.  Welfare, 
and  Recreation  Program  (GAO/RCED-92- 158,  May  18,  1992). 

Coast  Guard:   Reorganization  Unlikely  to  Increase  Resources  or 
Overall  Effectiveness   {GAO/RCED-90-132 ,  July  12,  1990). 

Coast  Guard:   Strategic  Focus  Needed  to  Improve  Information 
Resources  Management  (GAO/IMTEC-90-32 ,  Apr.  24,  1990) . 

Coast  Guard:   Better  Process  Needed  to  Justify  Closing  Search  and 
Rescue  Stations  (GAO/RCED-90 -98,  Mar.  6,  1990) . 

Coast  Guard:   Better  Information  Needed  Before  Deciding  on  Facility 
Closings  (GAO/RCED-89-48,  Nov.  29,  1988). 

Department  of  Transportation:   Enhancing  Policy  and  Program 
Effectiveness  Through  Improved  Management  (GAO/RCED-87-3 ,  Apr.  13, 
1987)  . 


(344482) 
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ACQUISITION  PROCESS 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Mead.  As  always,  you  are 
quite  helpful  to  the  committee  in  delineating  the  issues  that  we 
ought  to  direct  our  attention  to. 

One  of  the  areas  where  you  helped  us  throughout  the  depart- 
ment has  been  on  the  matter  of  acquisitions.  We  have  looked  over 
the  years  at  FAA  in  particular,  and  we  have  tried  to  use  DOD  as  a 
model.  The  Coast  Guard  is  more  close  to  the  DOD  in  model  of  oper- 
ation in  almost  all  of  its  activities. 

Is  there  a  reason  why  Coast  Guard  acquisitions  sometimes  suffer 
weaknesses  given  its  nexus  to  the  Defense  Department? 

Mr.  Mead.  The  Coast  Guard,  because  it  has  many  missions, 
many  of  which  are  not  shared  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  may 
have  unique  acquisition  problems.  I  am  encouraged  by  actions  that 
the  Coast  Guard  has  taken  over  the  last  several  years  in  its  acqui- 
sition area.  I  don't  know  if  that  is  being  responsive  to  your  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  let's  put  it  this  way.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  have 
procedures  in  place,  from  what  you  can  tell,  to  make  sure  that 
there  are  mission  statements  prepared  in  a  timely  fashion  before 
we  go  to  acquisition,  that  there  is  sufficient  monitoring? 

Mr.  Mead.  They  haven't  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Gazda.  After  the  establishment  of  the  Office  of  Acquisition, 
the  Coast  Guard  established  training  requirements  for  their  project 
managers  which  should  help  a  lot  in  making  sure  that  require- 
ments of  0MB  circulars  are  followed. 

In  addition,  rotations  of  staff  every  four  years  or  so,  has  affected, 
I  believe,  the  acquisition  process  and  the  Coast  Guard  knowledge 
base. 

I  understand  now  they  have  taken  steps  to  have  civilians  be 
more  of  a  permanent  part  of  the  projects  until  they  are  completed, 
which  should  improve  their  knowledge  base.  I  agree  with  Ken.  I 
think  overall  there  have  been  steps  taken  that  should  help  the 
Coast  Guard's  acquisition  process. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  program  managers  typically  have  access  to  top 
decisionmakers? 

Mr.  Gazda.  I  believe  so,  yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  ask  some  of  the  Coast  Guard  people  the  same 
questions.  In  terms  of  their  procedures,  across  the  range  of  activi- 
ties, were  there  any  weaknesses  that  cried  out  for  some  attention? 

Ms.  Nakamura.  In  most  of  the  cases,  we  found  that  it  is  very 
critical  in  the  beginning  that  the  Coast  Guard  understand  what 
their  mission  needs  are. 

If  they  don't  get  a  very  good  handle  in  the  very  beginning  on 
what  their  needs  are,  the  acquisition  suffers  throughout  the  vari- 
ous phases,  particularly  in  evaluating  or  identifying  alternatives. 
That  seems  to  be  a  major  problem  we  find. 

Mr.  Mead.  There  is  a  clear  analogy  here  to  the  problems  we  were 
talking  about  yesterday  with  the  advanced  automation  system, 
where  that  system  got  under  way  and  it  was  more  or  less  a  con- 
cept, and  now  10  years  later  we  are  changing  the  playing  field 
rather  dramatically,  in  that  program  at  least. 
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In  the  Coast  Guard,  we  found  they  really  need  to  focus  on  possi- 
ble alternatives  for  satisfying  a  mission,  both  in  terms  of,  for  exam- 
ple, vessel  design,  and  in  terms  of  vessel  quantities. 

MISSIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  difficulties,  it  seems  to  me,  that  almost  ev- 
eryone has  with  the  Coast  Guard  and  probably  internally  in  the 
Coast  Guard  is  the  unenviable  position  of  having  missions  which 
relate  more  to  their  platform,  that  is,  seagoing  vessels,  then  it  does 
to  the  ultimate  objective.  We  have  an  agency  here  that  is  part  law 
enforcement;  part  defense;  part  navigation,  which  is  transportation 
in  its  pure  sense;  and  part  of  air-sea  rescue.  Some  of  these  things 
relate  to  one  another  but  oftentimes  they  are  totally  different. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Coast  Guard  is,  I  suppose,  enviable  from 
the  standpoint  that  at  any  one  point  in  time  they  are  where  the 
action  is,  but  from  the  standpoint  of  missions,  the  missions  aren't 
very  narrow.  At  least  at  DOD  they  can  more  clearly  define  or 
should  be  able  to  more  clearly  define  their  missions.  Air  traffic  con- 
trol can  more  clearly  define  its  mission. 

Is  the  Coast  Guard  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  it  is  an  agency  of 
many  things  locked  into  having  a  fuzzy  mission  definition  and  in 
tight  budgets  wanting  to  have  multi-use  for  all  of  these  missions, 
the  definitions  are  a  little  fuzzier?  Should  we  allow  them  to  be 
fuzzier  in  this  case?  Or  are  there  lines  of  missions  that  are  clearly 
definable  that  are  not  being  defined? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  think  your  point  is  well  taken.  The  Coast  Guard, 
certainly  in  terms  of  DOT  agencies,  has  a  multiplicity  of  missions 
that  span  a  very  diverse  range.  I  think  the  line  of  inquiry  you  are 
heading  in  reinforces  the  point  about  the  need  to  have  some  goals, 
some  objectives,  some  measures  of  performance  or  effectiveness,  at 
least  in  key  areas.  The  Coast  Guard  could  set  a  goal,  and  can  come 
back  from  year  to  year  and  say  we  have  a  lot  of  missions,  this  is 
what  we  are  choosing  to  set  out  to  do,  and  here  is  how  we  did  in 
relation  to  what  our  objectives  were. 

Also  it  is  not  a  perfect  world.  Emergencies  will  come  up  that  cer- 
tainly the  Coast  Guard  can't  anticipate.  In  many  ways  this  agency 
does  not  know  what  it  is  going  to  have  to  do  in  its  various  missions 
such  as  search  and  rescue. 

Mr.  Carr.  Speaking  about  the  broad  mission  outlines  that  you 
have  put  on  your  chart,  is  it  possible  for  you  to  supplement  that 
with  a  chart  to  show  overall  spending  to  track  the  spending  levels, 
the  emphasis  between  the  various  missions  that  you  have  outlined 
here? 

It  would  appear,  for  example,  that  law  enforcement's  function  is 
increased  probably  largely  due  to  the  whole  drug  thing,  as  you 
pointed  out.  But  perhaps  between  1983  and  1993,  we  would  be  able 
to  see  a  stronger  correlation  to-did  search  and  rescue  fall  off  at  the 
end  for  a  10  percent  reduction,  almost  11  percent,  or  was  it  a  grad- 
ual decline?  Can  you  bring  this  into  a  little  more  relief  here? 

Mr.  Gazda.  Yes,  we  do  have  figures  of  that  nature,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Ms.  Nakamura.  One  of  the  things  I  would  like  to  clear  up,  we 
are  not  saying  that  there  is  a  reduction  in  the  services  they  are 
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providing  in  search  and  rescue  and  everything  else.  Given  their 
budget,  depending  on  whatever  emergencies  they  respond  to,  there 
is  a  shift  in  resources. 

And  so  for  some  areas  that  have  been  increased  such  as  environ- 
mental protection  or  law  enforcement,  there  are  certain  events 
that  have  caused  them  to  redirect  their  resources.  But  that  is  not 
to  say  necessarily  that  there  has  been  any  decrease  in  or  any  defi- 
ciency in  the  type  of  service  they  are  providing. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  another  way  of  saying  what  I  am  trying  to  get 
at  here,  that  charts  are  helpful  as  far  as  they  go,  but  it  would  be 
even  more  helpful  to  us,  I  think,  if  we  had  some  overlays,  some 
overlays  of  total  FTEs,  for  example.  Where  have  they  gone  in  10 
years? 

Some  overlays  of  total  operating  budgets  and  capital  budgets. 
And  then  to  overlay  the  mission  definitions  with  their  funding  his- 
tory. 

Ms.  Nakamura.  That  might  give  you  some  idea  as  to  where  the 
resources  are  being  shifted. 

Mr.  Carr.  Right.  Exactly. 

Ms.  Nakamura.  Our  point,  however,  is  how  effectively  is  the 
Coast  Guard's  utilization  of  resources  no  matter  where  they  are  di- 
rected, whether  directed  to  environmental  protection  or  law  en- 
forcement or  whatever  else.  Without  a  base  of  information  one 
can't  tell  how  well  they  are  spending  their  resources,  or  what  they 
are  spending  it  on.  Do  they  have  any  way  of  measuring  that  the 
resource  has  some  direct  impact  on  their  overall  mission? 

Mr.  Mead.  An  example,  Mr.  Chairman,  take  the  search  and 
rescue  area  which  had  a  downward  shift  in  resources,  I  think  the 
Coast  Guard  would  say  that  one  reason  for  the  decline  has  been 
the  fact  that  they  are  trying  to  take  the  search  out  of  search  and 
rescue;  in  other  words,  through  advanced  technologies  and  the  sort, 
they  are  able  to  complete  the  search  component  of  that  mission 
much  more  expeditiously  than  previously,  and  therefore  they  are 
able  to  emphasize  more  the  rescue  component. 

That  would  be  one  explanation,  I  suspect,  for  the  decline  in 
search  and  rescue.  But  we  really  don't  have  a  good  base  of  informa- 
tion to  support  that  proposition. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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United  States 

General  Accounting  Office 

Washington,  D.C.  20548 


Resources,  Community,  and 
Economic  Development  Division 

May    7,     1993 

The  Honorable  Bob  Carr 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

and  Related  Agencies 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  inquiry  during  the  April 
20,  1993,  hearing  on  the  Coast  Guard's  1994  budget  request. 
During  my  testimony,  we  presented  information  on  shifts 
that  have  occurred  in  the  funding  of  the  Coast  Guard's 
various  missions  from  fiscal  year  1983  to  fiscal  year  1993. 
You  requested  that  we  provide  additional  information  to 
show  how  funding  has  shifted  among  missions  for  each  fiscal 
year  between  1983  and  1993.   Also,  you  requested 
information  on  the  annual  changes  among  the  Operating 
Expenses  (OE);  Acquisition,  Construction,  and  Improvements 
(AC&I);  and  Research,  Development,  Testing  and  Evaluation 
(RDT&E)  appropriation  accounts. 

Attached  is  the  following  information  you  requested: 

Attachment     Subject 

A        Data  on  Coast  Guard  funding  by  mission  and 
source  account,  fiscal  years  1983  through 
1993. 

B         Summary  graph  of  Coast  Guard  AC&I  and  OE 
funding,  fiscal  years  1983  through  1993. 

C        Comparison  of  Coast  Guard  OE  funding  by 
mission,  fiscal  years  1983  and  1993. 

D  -  J       Summary  graphs  of  the  total  funding 

(including  funding  from  the  OE,  AC&I,  and 
RDT&E  accounts)  for  each  mission  area, 
fiscal  years  1983  through  1993. 

The  source  for  the  data  upon  which  all  of  the  graphs  are 
based  is  the  Coast  Guard's  Commandant's  Bulletin: 
Overview.  Issues  10  (October  1991)  and  11  (November  1992). 
The  figures  presented  here  for  FY  1993  differ  slightly  from 
those  we  presented  during  our  testimony.   The  fiscal  year 
1993  data  in  our  testimony  was  based  on  earlier  estimates 
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by  the  Coast  Guard,  which  have  subsequently  been  revised. 
We  used  the  publicly  published  figures  in  the  attachments 
to  this  letter  to  ensure  that  the  data  for  each  of  the  11 
years  were  comparable. 

We  hope  this  information  is  sufficient  for  your  purposes. 
If  you  or  your  staff  need  further  assistance  or 
information,  please  let  me  know  at  (202)512-6001,  or 
contact  Ms.  Emi  Nakamura  of  my  staff  on  (202)401-5245. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Kenneth  M.  Mead 

Director,  Transportation  Issues 

Attachments 
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Attachment  A:  USCG  Funding  by  Mission  &  Appropriation,  FY  83  to  FY  93 


Coast  Guard  Btxjget  History  -  Base  Year  Dollars 
FY  83         FY  84         FY  85 


FY  86 


FY  87 


FY  88         FY  89 


FY  90 


FY  91 


FY  92         FY  93 


SAR 

S20.S 

531.9 

488.1 

351.0 

452.5 

447.4 

531.7 

411.3 

419.6 

448.9 

455.0 

OE 

4100 

4150 

3859 

319.5 

4088 

4238 

4536 

3320 

349  2 

390  3 

4009 

AC&I 

1076 

111  8 

970 

283 

398 

199 

74.2 

75  5 

646 

531 

606 

RDT4E 

32 

51 

52 

32 

39 

37 

3.9 

38 

5.9 

66 

3  6 

%AllOE 

26  8% 

26  0% 

23  3% 

19  3% 

21  6% 

22  2% 

21  4% 

15  0% 

150% 

166% 

157% 

ELT 

S34.3 

678.8 

810.0 

841.8 

823.0 

805.9 

996.5 

1125.0 

1147.4 

1014.9 

1010.7 

OE 

4340 

4608 

5317 

5847 

618  7 

6282 

7564 

8792 

9366 

8376 

8608 

AC&I 

1999 

217  1 

2763 

261.2 

197.7 

171  4 

2366 

2398 

2049 

168  1 

1548 

RDT&E 

04 

0.9 

2.0 

5.7 

6.6 

63 

45 

60 

59 

9  2 

61 

%AJIOE 

284% 

28  9% 

321% 

35.3% 

32.6% 

32  9% 

35  6% 

39  8% 

401% 

33  6% 

33  2% 

Ice  Ops 

61.0 

30.2 

52.6 

59.2 

98.5 

95.8 

106.6 

76.1 

77.5 

115.6 

118.3 

OE 

27  0 

276 

50  5 

563 

910 

921 

974 

667 

693 

943 

959 

AC&I 

339 

25 

15 

25 

70 

30 

87 

89 

76 

207 

220 

RDT&E 

01 

0  1 

06 

0.4 

05 

0  5 

06 

0.6 

06 

06 

04 

%AII0E 

18% 

17% 

30% 

34% 

48% 

48% 

46% 

30% 

30% 

38% 

3  7% 

MEP 

127.1 

137.3 

126.2 

144.0 

140.7 

148.7 

172.1 

216.4 

223.7 

256.5 

271.9 

OE 

111  1 

120  7 

112  6 

1279 

134.0 

1360 

1405 

1810 

1970 

2169 

2246 

AC&I 

72 

104 

10  6 

144 

50 

91 

301 

31  1 

226 

334 

37  4 

RDT&E 

88 

62 

30 

17 

17 

16 

1.5 

43 

42 

62 

99 

%AIIOE 

7  3% 

76% 

68% 

7  7% 

71% 

7.1% 

66% 

82% 

84% 

8  7% 

88% 

Marine  Safety 

126.2 

143.9 

125.8 

105.3 

132.7 

125.3 

139.9 

218.9 

245.0 

312.0 

320.7 

OE 

1160 

1299 

114  9 

995 

1261 

1208 

1265 

2059 

2163 

2891 

298  1 

AC&I 

59 

10  0 

6.1 

4.2 

4.6 

2.6 

11.3 

11  5 

268 

209 

191 

RDT&E 

43 

4.0 

4.8 

1.6 

2.0 

19 

2.1 

16 

19 

2  0 

35 

%AIIOE 

76% 

81% 

69% 

60% 

6.7% 

6.3% 

60% 

93% 

93% 

116% 

11.6% 

ATON 

424.9 

430.2 

443.0 

399.0 

449.1 

426.3 

502.1 

517.9 

541.2 

623.8 

608.8 

OE 

3623 

3703 

3627 

371  7 

4095 

406  6 

4368 

4528 

4697 

618  5 

5381 

AC&I 

589 

573 

773 

24  1 

357 

16  0 

61  1 

622 

663 

1013 

662 

RDT&E 

37 

26 

30 

32 

39 

37 

42 

31 

52 

40 

45 

%AIIOE 

23  7% 

23  2% 

219% 

224% 

216% 

213% 

20  6% 

20  6% 

201% 

20  8% 

21  0% 

Defense  Read 

8«.4 

102.8 

136.3 

133.1 

143.4 

128.4 

128.0 

109.1 

116.7 

165.9 

171.3 

OE 

68.2 

71  3 

995 

969 

1072 

1021 

1112 

928 

96  7 

1475 

151  4 

AC&I 

19  9 

264 

364 

352 

348 

250 

148 

151 

187 

167 

19  0 

RDT&E 

03 

5  1 

04 

10 

1.4 

13 

2.0 

12 

13 

1  7 

09 

%AIIOE 

45% 

4  5% 

60% 

5.8% 

57% 

5  3% 

62% 

4.2% 

41% 

69% 

5  9% 

TOTAL 

1M2.7 

2055.1 

2182.0 

2033.2 

2239.9 

2175.6 

2576.9 

2674.7 

2771.1 

2937.8 

2956.7 

OE 

1528  6 

15956 

16578 

16565 

18953 

19096 

2122  4 

22102 

23348 

24942 

25698 

AC&I 

4333 

4355 

5052 

3599 

3246 

2470 

4358 

4441 

411  3 

4142 

369  1 

RDT&E 

20.6 

240 

19  0 

168 

200 

19  0 

187 

204 

250 

292 

278 

NOTE:  FY  93  figures  represent  amount  of  conferefKe  mark. 

Mission  Areas  Manne  Safety  =  Marine  Safety 

SAR  =  Search  and  Rescue  MEP  =  Manrw  Environmental  Protection 

ELT  =  Enforcement  of  Laws  and  Treaties  ATON  =  Aids  to  Navigation 

Ice  Ops  =  Ice  Operations  Defense  Read  =  Defense  Readiness 

Source:     US  Coast  Guard  Commandant's  Bulletin  Overview.  Issues  10  (10/91)  and  11  (11/92) 
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Attachment  D:  Coast  Guard  Defense  Readiness  Funding,  FY  83  -  FY  93 


Defense  Readiness  Funding 

FY  83  through  FY  93  (enacted) 

$200 


=    $50 


$0 


H H 


H 1 h 


H 1 1 (- 


FY  83    FY  85    FY  87    FY  89    FY  91     FY  93 

Fiscal  Year 
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Attachment  E:  USCG  Search  &  Rescue  Funding,  FY  83  -  FY  93 


Search  &  Rescue  Funding 

FY  83  through  FY  93  (enacted) 

$600 


to  $500 
o$400 
o$300 
I  $200 
i$100 
$0 


FY  83    FY  85    FY  87    FY  89    FY  91     FY  93 

Fiscal  Year 
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Attachment  F:  USCG  Enforcement  of  Laws  &  Treaties  Funding,  FY  83  -  FY  93 


Law  Enforcement  Funding 

FY  83  through  FY  93  (enacted) 


$1,200 

c2  $1,000 

o  $800 
Q 

o  $600 

(0 

§  $400 


$200 
$0 


H 1- 


H h 


FY  83    FY  85    FY  87    FY  89    FY  91    FY  93 

Fiscal  Year 


743 


Attachment  G:  USCG  Ice  Operations  Funding,  P/  83  -  FY  93 


Ice  Operations  Funding 

FY  83  through  FY  93  (enacted) 

$120 


CO  $100 
m 

o    $80 
Q 


$0  -^ — \ 1 ^ 1 ^ 1 1 1 1 • 1- 

FY  83    FY  85    FY  87    FY  89    FY  91     FY  93 

Fiscal  Year 


744 


Attachment  H:  USCG  Marine  Environmental  Protection  Funding,  FY  83  -  FY  93 


Marine  Environ  Protection 

Funding  FY  83  through  FY  93  (enacted) 

$300 


J2$250 
o$200 
o$150 
I  $100 
1  $50 
$0 


-I 1 1 1 1 1 1 h 


H h 


FY  83    FY  85    FY  87    FY  89    FY  91     FY  93 

Fiscal  Year 
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Attachment  I;  USCG  Marine  Safety  Funding,  FY  83  -  FY  93 


Marine  Safety  Funding 

FY  83  through  FY  93  (enacted) 

$375 


$300 


(0 


Q$225 

»♦— 
o 

g$150 
o 


$75 


%C\   -I — I 1 1 \ i -I \ ^ 1 1— — ^ 

FY  83    FY  85    FY  87    FY  89    FY  91     FY  93 

Fiscal  Year 
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Attachment  J    USCG  Aids  fo  Navigation  Funding,  FY  83  -  FY  93 


Aids  to  Navigation  Funding 

FY  83  through  FY  93  (enacted) 

$700 
(o  $600 


=  $500 

£$400 

o 

w  $300 

i$200 


$100 
$0 


FY  83    FY  85    FYS?    FY  89    FY  91  '  FY  93 

Fiscal  Year 


747 

DATA  COLLECTION /information  BASE 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  sort  of  the  next  point  I  was  going  to  bring  up 
here,  the  information  base  that  presumably  Coast  Guard  manage- 
ment or  anyone  reviewing  them,  yourselves,  this  committee,  what 
are  the  inadequacies  in  the  information  base?  What  should  the 
Coast  Guard  be  doing  to  create  that  information  base  that  we  can 
rely  on  in  future  years? 

Mr.  Gazda.  Basically  on  most  of  the  programs  that  we  have 
looked  at,  the  Coast  Guard  has  lacked  data  on  activities  and  re- 
sults, such  as  data  on  results  of  inspections,  or  causes  of  oil  spills. 
The  Coast  Guard  has  numerous  information  systems  currently 
under  design  with  which  they  are  hoping  to  improve  their  knowl- 
edge base. 

For  example,  the  marine  safety  network  system  provides  a  lot  of 
information  on  the  causes  of  accidents  and  causes  of  oil  spills. 
Using  that  information,  will  help  the  Coast  Guard  develop  meas- 
ures of  effectiveness  for  the  program. 

Ms.  Nakamura.  For  example,  we  looked  at  waterfront  facility  in- 
spections during  which  the  Coast  Guard  inspects  to  see  if  they  are 
complying  with  various  safety  investigations. 

We  also  found  that  they  kept  information  on  causes  of  spills,  but 
they  weren't  integrating  the  results  of  their  inspections  with  spill 
causes  to  determine  which  deficiencies  were  the  actual  cause  of 
most  spills.  By  doing  so,  by  creating  that  linkage,  we  felt  they 
could  direct  or  target  whatever  limited  resources  they  have  to 
focus  on  those  types  of  deficiencies  that  cause  the  spills. 

Mr.  Gazda.  This  is  true  pretty  much  through  all  the  Coast  Guard 
missions.  They  don't  seem  to  have  adequate  information  on  what 
their  efforts  were  accomplishing.  Therefore,  for  example,  when 
they  were  attempting  to  try  to  close  search  and  rescue  stations 
they  were  unsuccessful  at  demonstrating  which  ones  were  doing 
better  than  others.  It  is  that  type  of  information  they  are  generally 
lacking. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  a  lot  of  it  is  just  data  collection,  collecting  data  on 
what  it  is  they  are  doing? 

Mr.  Gazda.  Baoically  that  is  correct,  and  as  Emi  says,  linking  it 
with  other  data  so  you  come  up  with  good  measures  of  perform- 
ance. 

Mr.  Carr.  Did  you  review  what  steps  they  are  taking  to  remedy 
that  situation,  and  how  do  you  rate  that? 

Mr.  Mead.  We  haven't  done  that  on  a  agency-wide  basis.  We 
have  issued  several  reports  on  this  problem  and  the  Coast  Guard 
has  agreed  with  our  recommendations  and  said  they  are  going  to 
take  steps  to  implement  them.  We  haven't,  however,  gone  back  to 
make  sure  that  that  has  happened. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  did  they  say  they  were  going  to  take  steps  to 
remedy  that? 

Mr.  Mead.  Repeatedly  over  the  last  two  or  three  years.  Every 
time  we  come  out  with  a  report,  the  Coast  Guard,  as  I  indicated, 
has  generally  been  rather  responsive.  They  agree  that  there  is  a 
deficiency  and  say  they  are  going  to  take  steps  to  correct  it.  Prob- 
ably this  next  year  we  ought  to  check  on  the  status  of  its  actions  in 
this  area. 
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In  truth,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  think  one  of  the  major  points  of  our 
testimony  is  that  GAO  can  go  out  and  look  at  individual  programs, 
report  back  to  you,  and  say,  for  example,  we  have  10  instances  here 
where  the  core  program  information  just  wasn't  available  or  wasn't 
synthesized  well.  In  the  end,  we  have  to  rely  on  the  Coast  Guard  to 
do  that  which  is  why  we  include  it  as  a  major  point  in  this  state- 
ment. 

TOTAL  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  has  also  promoted  itself  as  having  a 
TQM-type  effort.  Have  you  had  a  chance  to  look  at  total  quality 
management  and  their  efforts?  You  haven't  assessed  that  yet? 

Mr.  Mead.  No. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  might  be  something  you  will  want  to  check  in 
with  later  on  in  the  year. 

Mr.  Regula. 

user  fees 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Given  the  budget  constraints  that  we  are  facing  now  and  pro- 
spectively, would  it  be  your  judgment  that  the  Coast  Guard  should 
collect  more  user  fees? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  would  not  offer  an  opinion  on  that.  We  just  complet- 
ed a  review  on  the  assessments  being  placed  on  the  maritime  in- 
dustry in  general,  and  found  they  were  increasing  in  proportion  to 
Customs'  duties  that  were  being  applied  to  transportation. 

Mr.  Regula.  Excuse  me,  assessments  on  the  maritime  industry 
by  Coast  Guard  or  by  the  United  States  Government? 

Mr.  Mead.  By  the  United  States  Government.  The  maritime  in- 
dustry feels  that  it  is  very  hard-pressed  right  now,  in  very  poor  fi- 
nancial shape.  There  are  fewer  and  fewer  U.S.  flag  vessels,  and 
that  was  one  reason  they  are  very  concerned  about  the  number  of 
assessments  being  placed  on  them. 

I  think  it  would  be  dangerous  ground  for  me  to  give  an  opinion 
on  whether  philosophically  I  like  user  fees  or  not. 

Ms.  Nakamura.  I  sense  that  user  fees  are  not  that  objectionable 
if  you  can  actually  see  the  service  that  you  are  getting  for  the  fee 
that  you  are  paying.  If  it  is  difficult  to  do  that,  then  I  think  it  prob- 
ably will  seem  unreasonable. 

search  and  rescue 

Mr.  Regula.  I  notice  16  percent  of  the  budget  is  search  and 
rescue.  I  suspect  some  of  these  people  bring  problems  on  them- 
selves by  being  foolhardy  in  what  they  do,  yet  the  taxpayer  ends  up 
paying  the  bill  to  do  the  searches  and  rescues. 

Do  you  have  an  opinion  on  that? 

Mr.  Mead.  Well,  I  think  that  is  so.  The  taxpayer  does  end  up 
paying  the  bill.  But  I  think  in  the  end,  in  the  form  of  emergency 
services,  you  end  up  really  with  a  policy  question  of  whether  you 
think  the  provision  of  emergency  services  ought  to  be  funded  by 
the  general  revenues  or  whether  there  should  be  some  type  of  user 
charge. 
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I  would  point  out  that  I  think  there  is  a  clear  nexus,  though,  be- 
tween assessment  of  a  user  fee  and  the  provision  of  a  service.  I 
think  people  are  more  willing  to  go  along  with  the  user  fee  if  they 
can  see  the  rendition  of  services,  and  certainly  in  search  and 
rescue  you  do.  It  is  always  going  to  be  a  question  of  ability  to  pay 
as  well. 

ABANDONED  BARGES 

Mr.  Regula.  I  noticed  you  mentioned  1,300  barges,  and  I  pre- 
sume other  forms  of  shipping,  that  are  cluttering  up  the  water- 
ways. It  seems  to  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Coast  Guard  to 
remove  these.  Is  that  a  correct  assumption,  from  your  testimony? 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes,  sir.  This  turned  out  to  be  in  our  judgment  a 
fairly  serious  problem.  There  were  barges  out  there  and  the  Coast 
Guard  seemed  to  lack  authority  to  remove  them.  What  people 
would  do  is  dump  pollutants  and  hazardous  materials  in  these 
barges.  They  would  sit  around  there  at  the  side  of  the  waterway, 
eventually  they  would  begin  to  pollute,  and  at  that  point  the  Coast 
Guard  could  remove  them,  but  it  couldn't  remove  them  before  that. 

Mr.  Gazda.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  am  curious  as  to,  A,  why  are  they  allowed  to  be 
abandoned  in  a  waterway  that  is  supposedly  policed  by  the  Coast 
Guard,  and  if  so,  why  is  there  not  a  charge  to  the  company  or  indi- 
vidual that  is  abandoning  these  vessels  that  are  creating  the  prob- 
lem? 

Mr.  Mead.  And  that  area,  by  the  way,  I  would  endorse  some  type 
of  user  charge. 

Mr.  Gazda.  We  did  a  report  on  barges  last  year.  We  reported 
that  there  was  no  law  making  abandonment  of  barges  illegal. 

Mr.  Regula.  Should  there  be? 

Mr.  Gazda.  We  pointed  the  need  for  such  legislation  in  our 
report,  and  in  November  1992  there  was  a  law  passed  making 
abandonment  of  barges  illegal,  establishing  penalties  for  abandon- 
ment, providing  the  Coast  Guard  with  additional  authority  to 
remove  some  of  those  barges,  and  also  requiring  some  of  the  barges 
to  be  registered  so  that  owners  could  be  identified  and  the  Coast 
Guard  could  try  and  collect  fines  and  its  reimbursable  costs  from 
the  owners. 

Mr.  Regula.  It  would  be  your  opinion  that  the  statutory  author- 
ity that  was  embodied  in  this  legislation  will  be  a  very  important 
part  of  addressing  the  problem  prospectively? 

Mr.  Gazda.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes,  sir.  Just  to  link  back  to  the  point  we  make  in  our 
statement  about  the  importance  of  having  good  information.  Know- 
ing how  many  of  these  barges  and  craft  there  are  is  quite  critical. 
It  may  end  up  costing  more  money  if  you  don't  remove  them  once 
they  start  polluting. 

Mr.  Gazda.  We  found  occasions  where  some  barges  were  filled 
with  hazardous  materials,  cleaned  by  the  Coast  Guard,  only  to  be 
refilled  and  again  cleaned  by  the  Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  you  think  this  statute  may  eliminate  that 
problem  or  at  least  mitigate  it? 

Mr.  Gazda.  Yes,  sir. 
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Mr.  Regula.  The  Chairman  mentioned  total  quality  manage- 
ment. I  think  you  touch  on  it  in  your  statement,  that-and  you  say, 
an  inability  to  measure  the  results  of  programs  and  activities.  And 
if  I  hear  you  correctly,  you  are  suggesting  they  ought  to  do  a  better 
job  on  evaluating,  one,  how  they  do  meet  the  mission,  and  secondly, 
whether  the  system  of  meeting  the  mission  is  cost  effective. 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes,  sir.  I  did  not  mean  to  understate  the  difficulty  of 
that  task,  which  is  why  I  suggested  the  committee  may  wish  to 
pick  two  or  three  areas  that  in  your  judgment  you  felt  are  really 
important  and  direct  the  Coast  Guard  to  work  on  measures  for 
those  areas  in  the  coming  year. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Price. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mead,  welcome.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  Let  me  ques- 
tion you  a  little  further  on  some  areas  you  have  been  working  on. 

I  understand  you  are  currently  conducting  an  evaluation  of  the 
Coast  Guard's  research  and  development  work.  I  wonder  if  you  can 
share  with  the  committee  any  preliminary  findings  of  this  work 
and  share  any  concerns  you  might  have  about  what  the  Coast 
Guard  has  accomplished  in  the  research  and  development  area. 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes,  sir,  I  shall.  Let  me  start  with  the  base  of  saying 
they  don't  have  a  workable  definition  of  research  and  development, 
and  then  turn  to  my  colleagues  here  to  amplify  on  the  implications 
of  that. 

Mr.  Gazda.  We  looked  at  their  research  and  development  pro- 
gram and  found  that  they  have  a  very  broad  criteria  for  what  they 
believed  to  be  research  and  development.  It  was  so  broad  that  just 
about  any  project  could  be  considered  research  and  development. 

As  a  result  of  congressional  concern,  I  believe  of  this  subcommit- 
tee last  year,  in  April  1992  they  established  interim  guidelines 
which  give  some  specific  examples  of  what  R&D  should  be  and 
what  R&D  should  not  be. 

Also,  the  Senate  committee  last  year  put  a  requirement  in  their 
conference  report  that  the  Coast  Guard  come  up  with  a  better  defi- 
nition of  research  and  development.  We  have  found  that  there  are 
problems  with  the  interim  definition,  and  that  some  of  the  projects 
they  are  doing  are  questionable. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  interim  guidelines  they  developed  in 
April  were  applied  to  this  year's  budget,  and  as  a  result  of  that  ap- 
plication, 17  projects  dropped  out  of  the  budget  because  they  didn't 
consider  them  to  be  R&D.  Three  of  those  projects,  I  believe,  were 
funded  last  year,  for  $460,000  and  now  they  were  dropped  out  of 
this  year's  budgets. 

Mr.  Price.  When  you  say  "questionable,"  in  what  sense  do  you 
mean  that? 
Mr.  Gazda.  Whether  there  is  any  need  to  fund  the  project  with 

R&D  funds. 

Mr.  Mead.  For  example,  one  example  we  found  was  where  it 
used  R&D  funds  to  do  a  personnel  study,  a  study  of  personnel-relat- 
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ed  issues.  This  study  didn't  seem  to  fall  into  what  you  would  cus- 
tomarily consider  to  be  applied  R&D. 

Mr.  Price.  When  you  say  studies  of  this  sort,  projects  of  this  sort 
have  been  dropped  out,  are  you  saying  they  have  been  recategor- 
ized  and  they  are  not  now  being  pursued  under  another  head,  or 
dropped  out  entirely? 

Mr.  Gazda.  Some  dropped  out  of  the  R&D  budget.  There  are 
other  issues  we  found  in  our  work  as  well,  such  as  that  the  Coast 
Guard  lacks  a  long-range  plan  tying  their  R&D  work  into  their 
missions.  Without  such  a  plan,  it  is  difficult  to  prioritize  which 
projects  should  be  funded. 

In  addition,  their  development  center  in  Groton  seems  to  need  a 
management  information  system  so  they  can  better  manage  their 
products  as  well  as  some  measurement  system  to  determine  the 
impact  of  their  work.  That  is  basically  what  we  have  identified  to 
date. 

Mr.  Price.  What  are  the  practical  implications  of  this  as  far  as 
the  1994  budget  is  concerned? 

You  think  the  budget  submission  we  are  working  with  meets  the 
guidelines  that  you  have  suggested  should  be  developed?  Any  con- 
cerns remaining  about  this  year's  projects? 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes.  Until  you  have  an  R&D  plan  and  a  solid  R&D 
definition,  the  subcommittee  cannot  operate  with  assurance  that 
you  are  fulfilling  the  R&D  needs  that  the  Coast  Guard  ought  to  be 
pursuing.  FAA  has  been  through  the  same  drill  and  has  the  same 
type  of  problem.  I  think  the  Coast  Guard  is  a  bit  behind  where 
FAA  was. 

You  may  remember  the  Augustine  study  at  FAA,  where  they 
came  up  with  a  strategic  plan,  they  tried  to  set  priorities,  and  then 
they  had  to  set  budget  constraints  against  those  priorities. 

I  don't  think  you  really  know  whether  the  $29  or  $28  million  re- 
quested this  year  is  sufficient  for  the  Coast  Guard  or  not,  or  wheth- 
er the  R&D  projects  that  are  identified  in  the  budget  would  in  fact 
turn  out  to  be  the  highest  possible  priorities  for  R&D  in  today's 
Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  Gazda.  I  will  give  you  another  example.  I  believe  there  is 
over  a  $4  million  request  in  the  budget  to  do  mission  analysis  and 
information  resource  management  research.  The  Coast  Guard 
really  hasn't  defined  specifically  what  they  would  do  in  these 
areas.  Therefore,  that  figure  really  is  not  justified.  They  have  no 
idea  what  they  would  do  with  that  money  until  they  more  ade- 
quately define  R&D.  It  is  more  or  less  like  a  placeholder. 

Mr.  Price.  You  are  not  just  making  a  definitional  argument,  as  I 
understand  you.  You  are  saying  some  of  this  may  not  be  worth- 
while in  terms  of  the  agency's  priorities  and  mission;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Mead.  And  conversely,  they  may  require  a  much  stronger 
level  of  effort  on  some  of  the  other  R&D  projects.  Yes,  you  are 
quite  right.  Thank  you  for  correcting  us.  This  is  much  more  than  a 
definitional  issue. 

Mr.  Price.  And  the  problem,  in  your  view,  remains  in  the  1994 
budget  despite  these  interim  steps  that  have  been  taken? 

Mr.  Gazda.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes. 
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MARINE  SAFETY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Price.  Also  I  understood,  Mr.  Mead,  in  a  related  issue,  your 
comments  on  pages  10  and  11  concerning  the  Coast  Guard's  need  to 
develop  systems  to  measure  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  its 
programs. 

You  cite  the  Marine  Safety  Program,  where  you  say  the  Coast 
Guard  does  not  currently  have  performance  measures  to  determine 
the  impact  of  its  safety  activities.  Can  you  elaborate  on  that? 

What  kind  of  performance  measures  would  you  suggest  that  the 
Coast  Guard  or  the  subcommittee  look  at  in  this  area?  And  how 
difficult  really  is  it  to  develop  these  kinds  of  measures? 

You  suggest  the  Coast  Guard  seems  to  think  it  would  take  a  long 
time  and  would  be  very  difficult.  What  is  your  assessment? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  do  think  that  they  can  be  difficult  to  develop  and 
will  vary  by  program.  I  will  give  you  one  example,  and  this  is  a 
fairly  basic  one  I  think  that  would  be  doable. 

We  did  a  review  of  their  inspections  at  waterfront  facilities  and 
we  found  that  the  inspectors  sometimes  would  record  deficiencies 
and  sometimes  they  wouldn't.  However,  the  recorded  information 
was  never  fed  into  their  systems,  so  that  they  could  make  judg- 
ments about  where  there  were  areas  of  comparatively  higher  risk, 
and  help  them  decide  where  to  target  their  scarce  inspection  re- 
sources. 

It  seemed  to  us  that  it  would  be  a  reasonable  step  to  first  figure 
out  what  the  inspectors  were  finding,  synthesize  that,  identify 
whether  there  were  patterns,  and  then  set  a  goal.  For  example,  if 
they  find  that  the  causes  of  spills  are  not  what  the  inspectors  are 
citing  people  violations  for,  they  may  wish  to  adjust  the  priorities 
of  that  program  to  direct  it  to  the  riskiest  areas. 

Mr.  Gazda.  The  Coast  Guard  has  agreed  with  our  recommenda- 
tion and  said  the  development  of  their  marine  safety  network 
should  provide  them  with  data  to  do  that,  but  probably  not  for  a 
few  years. 

Mr.  Mead.  Would  you  like  some  other  examples? 

INFORMATION  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Price.  Yes,  that  was  my  next  question.  What  kind  of  range 
of  activities  are  we  talking  about  here?  How  widespread  do  you 
think  this  deficiency  extends? 

Ms.  Nakamura.  It  probably  extends  across  all  of  their  missions. 
The  basic  reason  for  this  deficiency  is  the  lack  of  good  information 
systems,  data  collection,  and  data  analysis.  They  are  revamping 
quite  a  number  of  their  information  systems  but  that  is  going  to 
take  a  while. 

Once  they  get  their  information  systems  in  place,  I  think  they 
will  be  in  a  better  position  then  to  start  analyzing  the  trends,  the 
types  of  deficiencies,  how  they  are  using  their  resources,  and  then 
hand  in  hand  develop  some  measurable  goals  or  determine  whether 
the  goals  they  now  have  can  be  measured. 

PERFORMANCE  MEASURES 

Mr.  Price.  And  how  about  some  specific  examples  of  the  sort  of 
thing  you  are  talking  about? 
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Ms.  Nakamura.  One  of  the  examples  we  discussed  in  our  prior 
report,  for  example,  was  reducing  boating  accidents.  In  boating  ac- 
cidents, they  use  reduction  of  accidents  as  a  measurable  goal  and 
there  is  a  reduction  in  it,  but  it  is  not  necessarily  because  of  Coast 
Guard's  efforts.  It  could  be  that  because  of  higher  fuel  costs  fewer 
people  are  using  their  vessels,  or  construction  is  better  or  whatever 
else. 

What  they  need  to  do  is  determine  what  is  it  that  the  Coast 
Guard  does  in  terms  of  reducing  boating  accidents.  And  measuring 
their  performance  in  that  effort.  They  need  to  determine  what  is  it 
that  they  control  or  have  control  over  in  terms  of  reaching  their 
particular  goal. 

Mr.  Mead.  A  declining  accident  rate,  for  example,  in  boating 
isn't  necessarily  because  of  the  Coast  Guard's  efforts. 

Mr.  Price.  You  are  talking  about  a  rudimentary  kind  of  policy 
analysis  where  you  sort  out  the  possible  causal  factors  and  figure 
out  what  difference  agency  policy  might  make. 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Price.  And  not  to  be  jumping  to  conclusions  about  that  on 
the  basis  of  unsupported  inferences. 

Does  the  Coast  Guard  have  the  capacity  in-house  to  conduct  this 
kind  of  analysis?  Are  we  talking  about  a  new  level  of  expertise 
here? 

Ms.  Nakamura.  They  are  working  toward  it. 

Mr.  Gazda.  I  believe  so,  but  they  will  need  the  data,  and  they  are 
trying  to  develop  the  information  systems  to  provide  the  data.  The 
implementation  potential  is  there,  but  they  need  the  data. 

Mr.  Mead.  I  think  there  is  a  risk,  whenever,  just  talking  at  a 
policy  level,  focusing  on  too  many  things  all  at  once  sometimes  re- 
sults in  never  getting  anywhere. 

That  is  why,  to  go  back  to  our  statement,  I  think  that  it  may  be 
more  prudent  to  pick  a  handful  of  areas  they  can  truly  focus  on 
that  are  important  and  consequential  so  they  could  show  some 
progress  during  their  budget  hearings  next  year. 

Mr.  Price.  I  am  certain  when  Admiral  Kime  and  his  colleagues 
appear  before  us,  we  will  have  a  chance  to  pursue  this.  This  kind  of 
emphasis,  though,  on  prioritizing  activities,  on  figuring  out  exactly 
what  the  payoff  is  of  various  policy  efforts,  certainly  is  consistent 
with  the  President's  desire  to  "reinvent  government."  It  is  critical 
we  make  certain  that  what  we  are  investing  in  pays  off  in  terms  of 
agency  activities  and  not  making  a  lot  of  unwarranted  assumptions 
about  the  effects  of  our  activities. 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes,  sir.  Just  as  an  aside,  in  our  prepared  statement, 
we  say  that  one  of  the  most  meaningful  things  the  Coast  Guard 
could  do  in  this  area,  is  to  reinforce  the  importance  of  establishing 
measures  as  one  of  the  core  job  expectations  for  the  year. 

If  the  people  understand  that  that  is  the  marching  order,  and 
they  are  accountable  for  that,  I  believe  you  will  see  some  changes, 
Mr.  Price. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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DEPARTMENTAL  PLACEMENT  OF  COAST  GUARD 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mead,  should  the  Coast  Guard  be  moved  out  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  to  another  agency? 

Mr.  Mead.  No.  We  did  a  job  on  that  a  couple  of  years  ago  for  the 
Majority  and  Minority  in  the  House  and  the  Senate.  We  reported 
that  the  economies  of  scale,  given  all  the  multiplicity  of  missions 
that  the  Coast  Guard  has  can  more  effectively  be  performed  by  one 
agency  rather  than  having  a  bunch  of  different  agencies.  That  was 
essentially  the  conclusion  of  our  study. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  don't  completely  understand.  Meaning  that  they  do 
so  many  different  things  that  it  would  be  too  complicated  to  put 
them  somewhere  else? 

Mr.  Mead.  To  split  the  Coast  Guard's  missions  up. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Not  to  split  them.  Should  the  whole  Coast  Guard  be 
moved  to  some  other  function,  some  other  agency? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  don't  see  the  purpose 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  anybody  looked  at  that? 

Mr.  Gazda.  We  issued  the  report  that  Ken  is  referring  to  in  July 
of  1990,  and  that  was  our  conclusion  in  that  report,  that  they  are 
better  off  right  where  they  are  in  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  the  basic  reason  was  because  they  did  so  many 
things  that  it  was  too  complicated  to  split  them  up? 

Ms.  Nakamura.  An  example  that  somebody  brought  up  was  to 
move  them  into  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  input  we  got  from 
experts  in  the  area  was  that  then  Coast  Guard  would  be  overshad- 
owed with  defense  missions,  and  some  of  their  other  missions,  like 
search  and  rescue  and  environmental  protection,  would  not  get  as 
strong  an  emphasis  as  it  currently  is  enjoying. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Where  was  the  Coast  Guard  when  it  was  established, 
through  today? 

Ms.  Nakamura.  It  was  in  the  Department  of  Treasury  to  begin 
with. 

Mr.  Wolf.  For  how  many  years?  Up  until  when? 

Mr.  Mead.  1967.  A  historian  is  back  there. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  then  it  was  switched  from  the  Department  of 
Treasury  to  what  department?  Department  of  Transportation? 

Mr.  Mead.  Under  the  general  organization  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation.  I  think  it  was  Lyndon  Johnson. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  what  was  the  theory  then,  of  the  transfer? 

Mr.  Mead.  That  the  Coast  Guard's  missions,  I  believe,  were  more 
akin  to  transportation  matters,  and  that  it  was  a  best  fit  there. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Does  at  least  50  percent  of  their  budget  now  go  to 
transportation  matters? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  think  it  is  mostly  transportation  related,  yes.  Or  you 
can  make  at  least  a  colorable  case  that  most  of  the  budget  is  for 
transportation-related  things. 

We  did  a  budgetary  analysis  too  of  what  might  happen  if  the 
Coast  Guard  was  moved  out  of  the  Department  of  Transportation 
and  made  a  stand-alone  agency.  One  of  the  concerns  that  we  had, 
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based  on  the  experiences  of  others,  was  how  well  smaller  agencies 
that  have  been  spun  off,  fare  in  the  budget  process. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  mean  they  would  not  have  a  Secretary  to  protect 
them? 

Mr.  Mead.  That  is  one  of  the  arguments.  We  are  not  privy  to 
what  goes  on  in  the  White  House,  but  we  heard  that  argument 
enough,  Mr.  Wolf,  from  enough  important  people  that  have  been 
associated  with  the  Coast  Guard,  former  Secretaries  of  Transporta- 
tion and  so  forth,  that  it  has  to  take  on  some  level  of  credibility. 

DRUG  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  percentage  of  their  budget  now  goes  to  drug  en- 
forcement? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  believe  that  it  has  been  declining,  first  of  all.  I  be- 
lieve it  was  about  18  percent  of  the  operations  in  the  O&E  budget 
and  now  it  is  down  to  about  14  percent,  I  think.  Fourteen  point  six. 
But  it  has  been  declining. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  GAO  looked  at  their  drug  operations  as  to  wheth- 
er or  not  there  is  overlap  between  DEA  and  Customs  or  any  of  the 
other  agencies? 

Mr.  Mead.  There  was  some  overlap. 

Mr.  Gazda.  Yes.  Our  division  didn't  do  that  work;  we  have  an- 
other group  that  did  it.  But,  yes,  we  have  looked  at  procurement  of 
equipment,  particularly. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  of  an  overlap  was  there?  I  know  for  a 
while  both  Customs  and  Coast  Guard  had  fast  boats,  and  they  were 
crisscrossing  each  other  down  in  Florida.  How  much  of  that  goes  on 
now? 

Mr.  Mead.  Not  so  much  now,  but  this  was  a  problem  several 
years  ago.  It  was  also  a  problem  in  keeping  track  of  what  was 
being  accomplished  in  the  drug  area. 

There  were  about  75 — my  numbers  might  be  an  overstatement 
somewhat,  but  I  believe  there  were  about  75  different  systems  for 
keeping  track  of  what  different  groups  were  finding  in  the  drug 
area,  so  that  you  really  couldn't  get  a  complete  picture. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  anyone  looked  at  that? 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes,  we  did. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  what  was  your  conclusion? 

Mr.  Mead.  There  needed  to  be  one  basic  system. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  there  isn't  now? 

Mr.  Mead.  No,  there  isn't  now,  but  the  Coast  Guard  has  been 
transferring  assets  to  DOD,  and  that  accounts  for  a  relative  deem- 
phasis  in  its  drug  mission. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  you  say  "transfer  assets,"  what  do  you  mean? 
Boats,  missions? 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes.  Aerostats,  for  example.  At  one  time  you  were 
buying  aerostats  here. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  that  came  out  of  Customs,  didn't  it?  Funding 
for  aerostats  came  out  of  the  Treasury  Appropriations  Committee, 
correct? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  think  you  might  have  been  funding  some. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  was  that,  do  you  know? 

Mr.  Mead.  No,  I  can't  recall  offhand. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  could  have  somebody  come  by  from  your  office 
to  talk  to  me  about  the  Coast  Guard's  drug  operations,  I  would  ap- 
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predate  it.  I  want  to  see  how  much  effort  has  gone  into  it  and 
what  the  results  are. 

Frankly,  the  drug  problem  is  getting  worse  in  the  country. 
Would  we  be  better  off  taking  some  of  this  money  and  putting  it  in 
DOD,  Customs,  or  in  drug  treatment? 

In  a  way,  it  seems  people  are  anxious  to  just  buy  equipment  and 
buy  pieces  of  things  to  be  out  there  making  things  happen.  I  would 
like  to  take  a  look  at  that. 

Also,  if  you  could  have  somebody  come  up  and  brief  me  as  to 
why  they  felt  it  was  appropriate  to  keep  the  Coast  Guard  in  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  and  where  are  the  other  places  that 
it  may  fit,  if  it  were  shifted. 

Mr.  Mead.  We  will  be  glad  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

We  really  appreciate  your  assistance  to  the  committee,  and  as 
usual,  you  have  done  a  fine  job. 

Mr.  Mead.  Thank  you. 

Coast  Guard 
introductory  remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  group  of  witnesses  will  be  our  friends  from 
the  Coast  Guard,  led  by  the  Commandant,  Admiral  William  Kime. 

Welcome,  Admiral. 

I  understand  you  will  be  joined  by  Rear  Admiral  Richard  D. 
Herr,  Resource/Director  Comptroller,  Captain  Thomas  H.  Collins, 
Chief  of  the  Programs  Division,  and  Captain  Roy  J.  Casto,  Chief  of 
the  Budget  Division. 

Admiral  Kime.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman."  Except  Admiral 
Herr;  he  will  not  be  joining  us  here,  but  he  is  available  should  we 
have  questions  to  direct  to  him. 

Mr.  Carr.  As  per  the  custom,  your  entire  statement  will  be  made 
a  part  of  the  record.  We  ask  if  you  would  kindly  summarize  the 
high  points  of  your  testimony,  and  then  we  will  move  right  to  the 
questions. 

Statement  of  Admiral  Kime 

Admiral  Kime.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  say  what  a  great  pleasure  it  is  to  appear  before  you  and 
the  committee  today  to  discuss  our  1994  budget.  I  will  make  a  short 
summary  statement  and  we  look  forward  to  responding  to  the  ques- 
tions of  the  committee. 

Certainly  having  the  GAO  testify  before  we  did  is  new,  and  we 
welcome  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  many,  if  not  all  the  issues 
that  were  raised,  because  we  feel  a  great  deal  of  clarification  is  in 
order  and  we  would  be  pleased  to  respond  to  some  of  these  things. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  seen  dramatic  and  historic  changes  in 
both  the  international  and  domestic  landscape  in  recent  years. 
There  is  a  new  security  landscape  marked  by  instability  and  securi- 
ty threats  that  are  less  defined  than  in  the  past. 

Domestically,  the  President  has  proposed  significant  changes  in- 
volving a  renewed  focus  on  economic  revitalization,  environmental 
protection  and  infrastructure  improvements.  I  am  here  today  to  ex- 
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plain  how  the  Coast  Guard  fits  into  this  picture  and  how  our 
budget  request  promotes  these  broad  areas  of  national  interest. 

Amidst  these  defining  changes,  the  Coast  Guard  remains  focused 
on  its  enduring  missions,  and  is  always  ready  to  answer  the  call  to 
new  challenges. 

PRINCIPAL  MISSION  AREAS 

The  Secretary's  goal  is  to  provide  the  finest  and  safest  transpor- 
tation system  in  the  world.  The  Coast  Guard  has  four  fundamental 
roles:  marine  environmental  protection;  maritime  law  enforcement; 
national  security;  and  maritime  safety.  These  roles  directly  support 
our  national  maritime  transportation  infrastructure,  economic  sta- 
bility and  environmental  priorities. 

Environmental  protection  will  continue  to  be  a  highly  visible 
mission  because  of  national  concerns  over  all  forms  of  pollution,  es- 
pecially the  kind  that  can  be  caused  by  tanker  oil  spills.  Building 
on  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990,  we  are  focusing  on  increased  oil 
spill  prevention  and  response  capabilities,  greater  enforcement  ef- 
forts and  completion  of  spill  response  contingency  plans. 

Maritime  law  enforcement  has  been  an  integral  part  of  our  serv- 
ice since  1990,  and  will  remain  part  of  our  mission.  It  touches 
nearly  all  our  program  areas,  and  has  dynamic  balance  among  our 
anti-drug,  fisheries,  and  other  law  enforcement  operations. 

Fisheries  resources  represent  a  significant  national  asset  and  the 
Coast  Guard  plays  a  central  role  in  protecting  these  resources  from 
encroachment.  I  have  redirected  operational  tasking  to  meet  grow- 
ing fisheries  enforcement  requirements  and  to  enhance  our  support 
of  fisheries  managers. 

I  am  extremely  proud  of  the  performance  of  our  crews  and  the 
difficult  mission  continuing  to  take  place  off  the  shores  of  Haiti. 
Given  existing  regional  instability,  I  suspect  this  mission  will  con- 
tinue to  require  substantial  enforcement  efforts  in  the  future. 

Drug  abuse  continues  to  be  a  great  national  problem  of  concern 
to  us  all.  As  the  lead  agency  for  maritime  drug  interdiction,  we 
continue  our  efforts  and  work  closely  with  the  DOD  and  Federal 
agencies  to  intercept  and  prosecute  smugglers. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  a  distinct  instrument  in  the  national  security 
strategy.  By  drawing  from  all  our  missions,  we  provide  a  unique  ca- 
pability to  enhance  and  defend  America's  national  security,  one 
which  is  not  duplicated  by  any  of  the  other  armed  services. 

Our  maritime  safety  mission  has  helped  form  our  rich  humani- 
tarian tradition  and  yield  a  reputation  as  the  world's  expert  in 
search  and  rescue.  Through  our  efforts  in  this  area,  we  seek  to  pre- 
vent accidents  and  promote  safe  maritime  transportation. 

COAST  GUARD  RESERVE 

An  essential  element  of  our  ability  to  respond  to  national  contin- 
gencies is  the  Coast  Guard  reserve.  I  have  assessed  our  mobiliza- 
tion requirements  based  on  defense-related  criteria,  and  deter- 
mined that  a  selective  force  size  of  8,000  is  appropriate.  I  am  confi- 
dent this  downsized  force  will  still  be  capable  of  responding  to  both 
military  and  nonmilitary  contingencies. 
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PEOPLE,  BALANCE,  EXCELLENCE 

Organizationally,  we  are  proceeding  on  course.  Our  strategic 
watchwords  remain  "people,  balance  and  excellence,"  and  I  feel 
that  we  have  made  significant  progress  in  all  three  areas. 

One  of  my  highest  priorities  has  been  to  restore  a  proper  empha- 
sis to  the  needs  of  our  people,  because  they  are  the  source  of  our 
effectiveness.  We  ask  a  great  deal  of  our  personnel,  and  as  you 
have  seen,  they  deliver.  In  return,  we  must  ensure  that  we  will 
fullfil  our  responsibility  to  meet  their  basic  needs. 

I  have  sought  to  achieve  the  proper  strategic  balance  among  our 
major  roles.  The  proper  balance  of  emphases  and  resources  among 
our  missionaries  remains  a  major  priority,  and  is  the  key  to  our 
highly  efficient,  multi-mission  character,  the  hallmark  of  Coast 
Guard  efficiency  and  responsiveness. 

Despite  our  well-deserved  reputation  for  excellence,  we  are  con- 
tinuously striving  to  function  more  successfully.  We  are  applying 
the  principles  of  total  quality  management  in  a  growing  effort  to 
maximize  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  all  our  resources. 

CURRENT  SERVICES  BUDGET 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  budget  reflects  a  constrained  request  with  no 
real  growth  beyond  the  current  level  of  services.  I  believe  it  is  re- 
sponsive to  the  challenges  we  face  in  meeting  the  Nation's  mari- 
time transportation  needs,  while  at  the  same  time  responsive  to 
the  fiscal  challenges  we  face  as  a  Nation. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  subcommittee  for  their  sup- 
port over  the  last  several  years.  We  have  worked  hard  to  improve 
our  communications  and  responsiveness  to  Members  and  staff,  and 
I  think  we  have  made  significant  progress  in  the  area,  and  I  can 
assure  you  we  will  continue  that  important  effort  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I,  along  with  Captain  Collins  and  Captain  Caste 
will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  and  the  committee 
may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Admiral  Kime  follows:] 
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Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  this  distinguished 
Subcommittee  today  to  discuss  the  Coast  Guard's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  and  its 
impact  on  the  current  and  future  state  of  the  Service. 

We  have  seen  dramatic  and  historic  changes  in  both  the  international  and  domestic 
landscape  in  recent  years.  The  breakup  of  the  former  Soviet  Union,  the  emergence  of  a 
uniting  Europe,  and  initiatives  like  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  are  all 
changing  the  face  of  the  globe  as  we  know  it.  At  the  same  time,  we  are  moving  to  a 
more  global-based  economy.  There  is  a  new  security  environment,  marked  by  growing 
regional  instability,  and  national  security  threats  that  are  not  as  well  defined  as  in  the 
past.  Although  less  defined,  these  threats  remain  very  real,  as  demonstrated  by  the 
recent  terrorist  bombing  at  the  World  Trade  Center  in  New  York  City.  Amidst  all  this 
uncertainty,  the  United  States  must  be  positioned  to  respond  in  a  timely  and  flexible 
way. 

Domestically,  the  President  has  proposed  significant  changes  to  address  the  needs 
of  the  Nation,  which  are  outlined  in  the  document,  "A  Vision  of  Change  for  America." 
This  plan  provides  a  renewed  focus  on  economic  revitalization,  environmental 
protection,  and  infrastructure  improvements.  President  Clinton  has  also  made  a  strong 
commitment  to  address  the  growing  national  deficit,  control  the  growth  of  Government 
spending,  and  most  importantly,  preserve  the  American  dream  tor  our  children  and 
grandchildren. 
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I  am  here  today  to  explain  how  the  Coast  Guard  fits  into  this  picture  and  how  our 
fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  promotes  these  broad  areas  of  national  interest. 

First,  let  me  explain  that,  amidst  these  defining  foreign  and  domestic  changes,  the 
Coast  Guard  remains  focused  on  its  enduring  missions.  The  roles  of  our  Service,  more 
than  ever,  are  linked  to  America's  national  priorities,  as  well  as  the  goal  of  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  —  to  provide  the  finest  and  safest  transportation  system  in  the  world. 

As  we  have  done  for  over  200  years,  we  remain  Semper  Paratus  to  answer  the  call  of 
new  challenges  and  respond  to  national  requirements  wherever  our  services  are 
needed.  While  we  are  small  in  size  as  an  organization,  we  are  long  on  value  to  the 
Nation,  especially  because  of  our  flexibility  and  strong  multimission  capability.  The 
Coast  Guard  is  the  world's  leading  maritime  humanitarian  and  safety  organization, 
with  a  hard-earned  reputation  for  efficiency  and  professionalism.  And  we  plan  to 
remain  the  leader. 

As  the  Nation's  primary  maritime  operating  agency,  the  Coast  Guard  has  an 
important  role  in  four  fundamental  areas:  Marine  Environmental  Protection  (MEP), 
Maritime  Law  Enforcement  (MLE),  National  Security,  and  Maritime  Safety.  To 
effectively  carry  out  these  roles,  we  must  operate  and  maintain  shore  facilities,  vessels, 
and  aircraft  which  must  be  highly  responsive  to  the  needs  of  our  Nation. 

All  Coast  Guard  missions  —  whether  directed  toward  rescuing  distressed 
mariners,  enforcing  fisheries  regulations,  combatting  oil  spills,  keeping  channels  safe 
for  shipping,  interdicting  drug  smugglers,  breaking  open  ice-bound  rivers,  or 
conducting  port  security  operations  —  contribute  directly  to  the  Nation's  economic, 
social,  environmental,  and  military  security. 

We  have  a  vital  role  in  supporting  the  national  maritime  transportation 
infrastructure,  by  ensuring  the  safe  and  efficient  use  of  ports  and  waterways  —  where 
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trade  must  move  safely  in  and  out  of  ports;  and  supplies  must  be  safely  loaded  for 
deployed  military  forces.  Our  activities  in  maintaining  Aids  to  Navigation  (ATON), 
providing  Vessel  Traffic  Services  (VTS),  conducting  vessel  inspections,  and  licensing 
merchant  mariners  all  promote  a  safe  and  efficient  maritime  transportation  system. 
Given  the  increasingly  interdependent  nature  of  the  global  economy,  we  must  ensure 
this  system  flourishes  and  continues  to  preserve  American  interests. 

I  have  already  mentioned  our  four  primary  operating  missions  and  would  now  like 
to  briefly  highlight  some  of  our  recent  accomplishments  in  these  areas  and  discuss 
where  I  see  us  going  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

MARIXE  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  will  continue  to  be  a  highly  visible 
mission  because  of  national  concerns  over  all  forms  of  pollution,  especially  the  type  of 
environmental  damage  that  can  be  caused  by  a  tanker  oil  spill  like  that  from  the  recent 
grounding  of  the  Motor  Vessel  Aegean  Sea  off  the  coast  of  Spain.  Building  on  the 
momentum  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  (OPA-90),  we  are  taking  significant  strides 
to  improve  America's  ability  to  prevent  and  respond  to  marine  pollution  incidents.  We 
are  focusing  on  increased  prevention  and  response  capabilities,  greater  enforcement 
efforts;  and  completion  of  spill  response  contingency  plans  at  all  levels. 

Some  initiatives  which  highlight  our  progress  in  this  area  include:  continued 
distribution  of  pollution  response  equipment  to  19  prepositioned  sites;  review  and 
approval  of  vessel  and  facility  response  plans;  establishing  regional  strike  teams  which 
are  actively  responding  to  pollution  incidents;  forming  the  National  Pollution  Funds 
Center  to  pay  claims  associated  with  oil  spill  cleanup  and  to  make  funds  available  to 
states  up  front  for  pollution  response;  national  and  international  efforts  to  establish 
double  hull  design  standards;  significant  progress  on  47  rulemakings  required  by 
OPA-90,  more  aggressive  enforcement  of  MARPOL  V  regulations;  spill  response 
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training  exercises;  and  striving  to  work  better  with  both  industry  and  the 
environmental  community. 

The  priority  we  place  on  improving  our  capability  to  both  prevent  and  respond  to 
marine  pollution  incidents  is  reflected  throughout  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request, 
which,  although  effectively  constrained  to  current  services  levels,  includes  modest  new 
operating  resources  to  support  additional  pollution  response  training  and 
augmentation  of  the  National  Pollution  Response  Center.  The  budget  request  also 
includes  Acquisition,  Construction  and  Improvements  (AC&I)  funding  for  two 
seagoing  buoytenders  which  will  have  a  built-in  spilled  oil  recovery  capability.  In 
addition,  environmental  protection-related  projects  represent  a  significant  portion  of 
the  total  project  funds  in  our  Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation  (RDT&E) 
appropriation  request. 

MARITIME  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  has  been  an  integral  part  of  our  service  since 
1790  and  will  remain  an  important  mission  in  the  future.  Law  enforcement  touches 
nearly  all  program  areas  of  the  Coast  Guard  and  requires  a  dynamic  balance  among 
fisheries  enforcement,  alien  migration  interdiction,  antidrug  operations,  and  other 
genera]  maritime  law  enforcement  activities.  Our  fiscal  year  1994  request  will  allow  us 
to  continue  our  current  level  of  effort  in  this  important  area  as  we  focus  on  achieving 
the  balance  necessary  to  respond  to  national  priorities. 

Fisheries  enforcement  is  a  growing  priority  in  the  marine  environment  because  of 
increased  public  concern  throughout  the  Nation  —  as  well  as  internationally  —  over 
the  preservation  of  major  fishery  stocks.  Our  fishery  resources  represent  a  significant 
national  asset,  especially  when  you  consider  that  the  U.S.  fishing  industry  contributes 
over  S24  billion  per  year  to  the  economy.  They  also  provide  an  important  quality  of  life 
enhancement  to  17  million  Americans  through  recreational  fishing.  These  resources 
will  continue  to  require  protection  from  foreign  encroachment;  however,  with  a 
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domestic  harvesting  ability  of  three  times  the  available  yield,  these  resources  are  clearly 
in  danger  of  being  overfished  by  American  fishermen  alone.  This  has  a  direct  impact 
on  the  economy,  because  when  stocks  are  overfished  and  depleted,  American  jobs  are 
lost.  To  ensure  the  success  of  fishery  management  plans  and  the  sustained  viability  of 
our  fishing  industry,  fishery  managers  require  strong  enforcement  support  from  the 
Coast  Guard. 

I  have  continued  to  redirect  operational  tasking  to  meet  grov/ing  fisheries 
enforcement  requirements  within  the  MLE  mission  area  to  enhance  our  fisheries 
enforcement  efforts  —  a  critical  step  toward  increasing  compliance  with  fishery 
management  plans.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  addresses  the  substantial 
challenge  of  fisheries  law  enforcement  and  protecting  fishery  resources  by  providing 
new  staff  and  training  for  four  Regional  Fisheries  Training  Teams.  This  is  one  of  the 
very  few  areas  of  our  budget  where  we  are  requesting  new  resources  to  improve  our 
operational  capability. 

Moving  to  another  law  enforcement  arena,  I  am  extremely  proud  of  the  dedicated 
performance  of  our  crews  in  the  difficult  mission  continuing  to  take  place  off  the  shores 
of  Haiti.  The  fact  that  over  42,000  migrants  have  been  safely  intercepted,  in  all  types  of 
weather,  during  night  and  day,  is  indeed  a  tribute  to  our  men  and  women  assigned  to 
perform  that  mission.  Conditions  within  Haiti,  Cuba,  and  also  in  other  parts  of  the 
world,  such  as  the  People's  Republic  of  China,  have  the  potential  to  foster  future  mass 
migrations.  The  alien  migration  interdiction  mission  will  continue  to  require 
substantial  Coast  Guard  enforcement  efforts  in  response  to  these  regional  instabilities. 

Drug  abuse  continues  to  be  a  serious  national  problem  of  great  concern  to  us  all.  In 
recent  years,  the  national  strategy  has  increased  the  focus  on  demand  reduction  and 
sought  greater  efficiencies  on  the  supply-side  reduction  efforts;  Coast  Guard  resources 
devoted  to  drug  interdiction  have  been  reduced  accordingly.  Despite  better  intelligence 
and  the  application  of  improved  technology,  we  still  encounter  a  very  determined 
cocaine  smuggling  community. 
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Over  the  past  year,  even  while  the  Coast  Guard  has  been  heavily  engaged  in 
Haitian  migration  interdiction  operations,  we  have  also  continued  our  vigorous  support 
of  drug  enforcement  as  the  lead  Federal  agency  for  maritime  drug  interdiction.  We  are 
maintaining  our  law  enforcement  efforts  to  deter  the  maritime  transport  of  illegal 
drugs,  and  work  closely  with  the  Department  of  Defense,  as  well  as  a  coalition  of  other 
Federal  agencies,  to  intercept  and  prosecute  narcotics  smugglers. 

As  an  example,  in  November  1992,  our  units  led  a  joint  Navy,  Customs  Service, 
and  Canadian  mission  which  involved  tracking  a  narco-aircraft  from  South  America, 
— ifitercepting  it  off  the  East  Coast,  and  ultimately  supporting  the  seizure  by  the 
Canadians  --  the  cargo  was  3700  kilos  of  cocaine  with  a  street  value  in  excess  of  $100 
million. 

In  support  of  our  MLE  efforts,  our  fiscal  year  1994  AC&I  request  will  fund  various 
capital  investment  projects  for  renewal  of  multimission  facilities,  such  as  the  Midlife 
Maintenance  Availability  (MMA)  of  our  210-foot  cutters,  and  procurement  of  three 
replacement  HH-60J  helicopters  for  Operation  Bahamas  and  Turks  &  Caicos  (OPBAT) 
antidrug  operations. 

To  emphasize  our  role  in  the  NATIONAL  SECURITY  strategy  as  one  of  the 
Nation's  five  Armed  Forces,  I  recently  published,  "Vie  United  States  Coast  Guard  —  A 
Distinct  Instrument  of  National  Security. "  In  there,  I  point  out  that  unlike  the  other 
military  services,  the  Coast  Guard's  national  security  mission  does  not  concentrate 
exclusively  on  the  national  defense  role.  Drawing  from  all  our  other  missions,  the  Coast 
Guard  provides  a  unique  capability  to  enhance  and  defend  our  national  security,  that  is 
not  duplicated  by  the  other  armed  services. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  been  involved  in  every  major  American  conflict  since  1790. 
Our  contribution  during  Operation  Desert  Storm,  our  continuing  involvement  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  with  our  Law  Enforcement  Detachments  (LEDETs)  enforcing  the  embargo 
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against  Iraq,  our  presence  off  the  coast  of  Haiti,  establishing     (d  patrolling  special 
harbor  security  zones  when  risk  assessments  dictate,  and  our  LEDETs  helping  enforce 
the  embargo  against  the  former  Republic  of  Yugoslavia,  all  underscore  the  unique  and 
versatile  contribution  of  the  Coast  Guard. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  helping  to  shape  the  emerging  security  environment  through 
nation-building  and  strengthening  of  alliances  with  developing  countries.  Our 
international  leadership  -.  this  area  is  clearly  reflected  through  security  assistance 
training;  passenger  vessel  security  initiatives;  deployment  of  marine  safety  assistance 
teams,  and  international  law  enforcement  training  teams.  Additionally,  we  play  a 
central  role  in  the  International  Maritime  Organization  (IMO),  where  we  seek  to  build 
global  solidarity  in  the  advancement  of  environmental  prevention  and  response  efforts, 
as  well  as  vessel  and  port  safet>'  regulations. 

General  Powell,  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  recently  reaffirmed  our 
National  Security  role,  "I'm  more  certain  than  ever  that  the  Coast  Guard  belongs  in  the 
national  command  authority's  tool  box  oi  military'  capabilities.  I  also  agree  absolutely 
that  the  Coast  Guard's  national  security  functions  will  evolve  with  the  emerging 
requirements  of  the  post-Cold  War  era...." 

As  the  Nation's  primary  maritime  operating  agency,  we  are  actively  saving  lives 
and  property  at  sea  on  a  daily  basis.  Our  MARITIME  SAFETY  mission  has  helped  form 
our  rich  humanitarian  tradition,  and  yield  a  reputation  as  the  world's  expert  in  Search 
and  Rescue  (SAR).  Through  our  efforts  in  Aids  to  Navigation  (ATON),  Commercial 
Vessel  Safety,  Icebreaking,  VTSs,  Recreational  Boating  Safety,  and  deployment  of  a 
Differential  Global  Positioning  System,  we  seek  to  prevent  accidents  and  promote  safe 
maritime  transportation. 

In  fiscal  year  1992,  we  carried  out  over  69,000  search  and  rescue  cases  which 
resulted  in  5,450  lives  being  saved;  further  assistance  to  122,750  individuals;  and  the 
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saving  of  over  $706  million  in  property.  We  quickly  answered  the  call  in  the  wake  of 
hurricanes  Andrew  and  Iniki,  performing  142  SAR  cases,  responding  to  over  80  oil 
pollution  reports,  and  repairing  hundreds  of  aids  to  navigation. 

Maritime  Safety  initiatives  are  an  integral  part  of  our  fiscal  year  1994  capital  budget 
request,  which  includes  such  projects  as:  development  of  a  modern  Vessel  Traffic 
System  (VTS)  for  eventual  deployment  in  our  highest  risk  ports  throughout  the  Nation; 
upgrades/ expansions  of  existing  VTSs  at  New  York  and  Puget  Sound;  further 
deployment  of  the  Differential  Global  Positioning  System;  and  replacement  of  our  aging 
seagoing  buoy  tenders  {V\T_Bs). 

Mr.  Chairman,  1  would  now  like  to  give  you  an  overview  of  our  fiscal  year  1994 
budget  request.  This  request  is  consistent  with  the  Administration's  overall  policy 
goals,  as  well  as  the  ensuing  Executive  Orders  which  call  for  administrative  efficiencies 
and  civil  service  personnel  reductions.  The  total  request  of  $3.73  billion  across  all 
appropriations  is  virtually  the  same  level  of  funding  that  was  requested  for  fiscal  year 
1993.  If  fully  funded,  this  request  would  allow  us  to  continue  providing  the  most 
important  services  that  the  public  expects  of  us,  and  permit  a  few  vital  enhancements  in 
selected  areas. 

The  request  in  the  Operating  Expenses  (OE)  appropriation  essentially  reflects  a 
current  services  operating  level  with  very  minimal  funding  for  discretionary  initiatives. 
Over  $48  million  of  the  $52  million  requested  increase  in  this  account  will  be  consumed 
by  fiscal  year  1993  annualizations  and  the  cost  of  bving  allowance.  The  improvements 
requested  in  the  marine  environmental  protection,  marine  safety,  living  marine 
resources,  and  work-life  areas  are  necessary  and  modest.  Outyear  budget  projections 
forbode  the  need  for  even  greater  efficiency  measures  if  current  service  levels  are  to  be 
maintained.  I  look  forward  to  your  future  support  as  we  reshape  our  OE  appropriation 
in  support  of  Presidential  budget  control  initiatives. 
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The  Acquisition,  Construction,  and  Improvements  (AC&I)  appropriation  is  our 
source  of  capital  investment  funds.  This  year's  request  of  $414  million  matches  the 
amount  requested  last  year  and  allows  us  to  move  ahead  in  some  critical  areas; 
however,  knowing  the  capital  replacement  and  improvement  requirements  that  await 
us  in  years  to  come,  your  sustained  support  for  the  necessary  AC&I  funding  levels  to 
meet  these  requirements  is  absolutely  essential. 

Now,  turning  to  our  fiscal  year  1994  request  for  the  Coast  Guard  Reserve  —  an 
essential  element  in  our  ability  to  respond  to  national  contingencies.  As  promised  last 
year,  I  have  reassessed  our  mobilization  requirements  which  have  been  derived  from 
the  updated  Department  of  Defense  contingency  planning  scenario.  That  review 
produced  a  Coast  Guard  mobilization  requirement  which  supports  a  Selected  Reserve 
force  sized  at  8,000.  The  Reserve  has  distinguished  itself  through  many  noteworthy 
contributions  in  recent  years,  including  supporting  the  Persian  Gulf  war  in-theater  and 
stateside;  and  providing  emergency  assistance  during  natural  disasters  such  as  the 
Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  and  hurricanes  Andrew  and  Iniki. 

While  the  justification  for  the  new  size  of  this  force  is  based  on  the  Coast  Guard's 
defense-related  mobilization  requirement,  I  am  confident  that  this  down-sized  Reserve 
force  will  still  be  capable  of  adequately  responding  to  both  military  and  nonmilitary 
contingencies,  like  those  highlighted  above.  The  Reserve  Training  (RT)  request  of  $64 
million  will  support  a  full  training  program  for  8,000  Selected  Reservists. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  more  budget  issue  that  I  feel  I  must  highlight.  In  recent 
years,  various  levels  of  funding  for  the  Coast  Guard  were  provided  from  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  sources,  primarily  as  the  result  of  congressional  initiatives.  That  has 
become  problematic  because  of  the  ongoing  DOD  drawdown  as  well  as  potential 
ambiguity  in  congressional  oversight.  It  is  our  desire  to  receive  all  our  appropriations 
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through  budget  function  400.  With  the  handing  walls  down,  we  now  see  an 
opportunity  for  full  funding  within  the  Transportation  allocation. 

As  outlined  in  previous  testimony,  the  Coast  Guard  is  proceeding  on  the  course 
charted  in  my  Vision  Statement  and  Strategic  Agenda.  Our  organizational  watchwords 
remain...  PEOPLE,  BALANCE,  and  EXCELLENCE.  We  have  made  significant  progress 
in  PEOPLE  programs;  in  achieving  resource  and  mission  BALANCE;  and  in  delivering 
the  highest  level  of  quality  and  EXCELLENCE  in  services  to  the  public.  After  three 
years  at  the  helm  of  the  Coast  Guard,  I  feel  that  the  ship  is  on  course  and  has  made 
excellent  progress  in  all  three  basic  areas. 

One  of  my  highest  priorities  has  been  to  restore  a  proper  emphasis  on  the  needs  of 
our  PEOPLE  —  because  people  are  the  source  of  our  organizational  strength  and 
effectiveness.  We  ask  a  great  deal  of  our  personnel  —  and,  as  you  have  seen  in  the  past 
year,  they  deliver.  Whether  cleaning  up  oil  spills,  maintaining  buoys,  intercepting 
illegal  aliens,  hoisting  the  crew  off  a  sinking  freighter,  breaking  ice,  providing 
emergency  response  to  a  hurricane,  apprehending  smugglers,  or  enforcing  fisheries 
regulations  --  our  crews  work  hard  and  go  in  harm's  way  to  give  the  American  public 
an  honest  return  on  every  tax  dollar...  and  they  do  it  in  a  manner  that  makes  me  very 
proud.  In  return,  we  must  ensure  that  we  fulfill  our  responsibility  to  meet  their  basic 
needs. 

1  remain  a  strong  advocate  for  improving  the  quality  of  our  personnel  support 
programs  because  we  are  only  as  good  as  our  people.  We  have  made  excellent  strides 
in  this  area,  but  continued  progress  is  needed.  One  of  the  very  few  enhancements  in 
this  year's  OE  budget  request  is  the  Work-Life  program,  which  is  the  vanguard  of  our 
efforts  to  systematically  improve  personnel  support  in  the  Coast  Guard.  Our  request 
for  S3.1  million  allows  continued  implementation  of  Work-Life  initiatives  in  the  areas 
of;  relocation  and  housing  assistance;  dependent  care;  health  care  and  wellness;  family 
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assistance;  life  skills  and  crisis  counseling;  employee  assistance;  and  education  and 
training.  This  program  represents  a  strategic  investment  in  our  "human  capital"  that 
will  pay  off  by  ensuring  the  maintenance  of  a  highly  dedicated,  talented,  and 
productive  workforce  in  the  future. 

We  must  also  continue  our  efforts  to  build  a  balanced  workforce  which  reflects  the 
rich  diversity  of  our  great  Nation.  This  means  recruiting  and  retaining  the  highest 
qualified  candidates  from  a  shrinking  and  very  competitive  job  pool.  We  have  seen 
encouraging  trends  in  first-term  reenlistment  rates,  increasing  from  55  to  60  percent 
(over  the  past  year);  we  need  to  continue  personnel  and  recruiting  initiatives  to  ensure 
the  Coast  Guard  remains  competitive  for  top  talent  in  the  90s;  we  must  also  ensure  that 
the  incentives  are  in  place  so  members  of  our  diverse  workforce  find  career  service  an 
attractive  option. 

I  believe  our  retention  rates  are  at  an  all-time  high  in  large  part  because  of  our 
demonstrated  concern  for  our  people  and  efforts  to  enhance  quality  of  life.  Continued 
improvements  in  compensation,  housing,  medical  care,  and  the  working  environment 
will  allow  us  to  attract  and  retain  the  most  qualified  personnel...  and  keep  our  retention 
rates  high. 

Regardless  of  the  changes  in  demographic  or  economic  conditions,  investments  in 
our  people-related  programs  will  yield  future  dividends  by  building  a  quality 
workforce  which  is  best  prepared  to  meet  the  burgeoning  challenges  facing  our  service. 

Since  1990, 1  have  sought  to  achieve  the  proper  strategic  BALANCE  among  our 
major  roles  --  and  I  have  already  discussed  initiatives  that  help  us  move  in  that 
direction  as  an  organization.  The  proper  balance  of  emphasis  and  resources  among  our 
mission  areas  remains  a  central  theme  in  my  Strategic  Agenda,  and  is  the  key  to 
preserving  and  enhancing  our  highly  efficient  multimission  character  —  the  hallmark 
of  Coast  Guard  efficiency  and  responsiveness. 
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The  Coast  Guard  has  a  well-deserved  reputation  for  EXCELLENCE;  however,  we 
are  still  continuously  striving  to  function  more  efficiently  and  effectively.  We  continue 
to  successfully  apply  the  leadership  and  management  principles  of  Total  Quality 
Management  (TQM)  in  a  growing  effort  to  maximize  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of 
our  resources. 

We  do  not  consider  TQM  a  magic  formula  which  was  purchased  off  the  shelf  to 
solve  a  short-term  problem  —  it  is  a  way  of  doing  our  daily  business  which  we  have 
made  part  of  our  business  culture.  TQM  is  firmly  established  in  the  Coast  Guard  and 
has  become  the  process  we  use  to  determine  how  to  deliver  the  right  services  to  the 
public  at  the  right  time,  and  in  the  right  way. 

In  summary,  my  watchwords  for  directing  the  Coast  Guard  remain  PEOPLE, 
BALANCE,  and  EXCELLENCE  --  these  themes  will  continue  to  serve  us  well  as  we 
face  the  major  challenges  ahead.  We  will  maintain  our  performance  and  readiness 
through  continued  emphasis  on  PEOPLE  —  our  most  important  resource;  a  BALANCE 
among  our  various  missions;  and  an  unwavering  commitment  to  EXCELLENCE. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  President's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  for  the  Coast  Guard  reflects  a 
constrained  request  with  no  real  growth  beyond  the  level  of  current  services.  I  need 
your  full  support  of  this  request.  It  represents  the  first  of  what  I  expect  to  be  several 
austere  budget  years  which  will  require  very  careful  management  of  base  resources.  As 
we  have  seen  this  year,  our  ability  to  address  emerging  national  priorities  in  the  future 
will  only  be  possible  through  substantial  consolidations  or  other  actions  which  create 
efficiencies  from  within  existing  resources.  I  believe  this  budget  request  is  responsive  to 
the  challenges  we  face  in  meeting  the  Nation's  maritime  transportation  needs,  while  at 
the  same  time  responsive  to  the  fiscal  challenges  we  face  as  a  Nation. 
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In  closing,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  their  support  over  the  last 
several  years.  I  appreciate  the  continued  opportunity  to  work  with  returning  members, 
and  look  forward  to  meeting  new  members.  We  have  worked  hard  to  improve  our 
communications  with,  and  responsiveness  to,  the  Committee  members  and  staff,  and  I 
think  we  have  made  significant  progress  in  that  eirea.  I  can  assure  you  that  this 
important  effort  will  continue  in  the  year  ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  or  the  other  members 
of  the  Subcommittee  might  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Admiral.  We  appreciate  your  being  here. 
We  appreciate  your  statement  and  the  good  work  that  you  and  the 
good  men  and  women  of  the  Coast  Guard  do  every  day. 

As  I  indicated  in  my  questioning  of  the  previous  witness,  you  are 
a  multi-mission  agency,  and  sometimes  these  missions  seem  to  have 
absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  one  another  except  the  fact  that  you 
folks  deliver  them  fairly  well. 

We  have  a  number  of  questions  that  we  would  like  to  ask,  but 
before  I  get  into  the  committee  questions,  Mr.  Price,  do  you  have 
any  questions? 

Mr.  Price.  Yes,  unless  Mr.  Wolf  needs  to  go  first. 

Mr.  Wolf.  No,  you  go  ahead. 

RESEARCH  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

I  would  like  to  follow  up  on  some  of  the  questions  raised  by  the 
GAO,  and  give  you.  Admiral  Kime,  and  the  others  a  chance  to  re- 
spond to  some  of  those  suggestions.  We  got  into  the  matter  of  the 
Coast  Guard's  research  efforts,  as  you  noticed,  and  then  also  the 
question  about  the  need  for  policy  analysis  in  areas  like  safety 
measures,  waterfront  facilities  inspection,  ways  of  more  precisely 
identifying  the  difference  various  policies  make  or  could  make. 

Let  me  go  to  the  general  research  point.  The  GAO  witnesses 
were  talking  about  both  the  problem  of  definition  and  also  a  prob- 
lem of  relating  research,  prioritizing  research  in  terms  of  the  Coast 
Guard's  mission. 

How  do  you  develop  your  research  program?  Can  you  explain  to 
us  how  research  projects  are  chosen,  and  what  kind  of  review  is 
there?  Are  there  any  procedures  for  review  by  researchers  outside 
the  Coast  Guard?  Is  that  sort  of  thing  done,  and  if  not,  would  that 
be  a  positive  step?  How  do  you  develop  this  program? 

Admiral  Kime.  First,  Mr.  Price,  let  me  say  that  the  Coast  Guard 
has  just  recently  redefined  its  definition  of  all  our  appropriations: 
operating  expenses;  acquisition,  including  minor  acquisition;  and 
certainly  research  and  development.  And,  we  have  just  completed 
our  first  edition  of  a  program  strategy  for  R&D.  That  was  done  last 
summer.  We  are  going  to  be  revising  that  this  coming  summer. 

We  look  at  R&D  as  we  do  all  of  our  programs,  through  a  central- 
ly coordinated  process;  we  look  at  all  of  the  projects  that  are  rec- 
ommended to  see  how  they  fit  into  the  various  areas  that  we  are 
responsible  for.  They  compete  against  each  other. 

It  was  recognized  that,  as  I  said,  some  have  functions  that,  while 
necessary,  perhaps  did  not  fall  under  the  R&D  umbrella  and  per- 
haps should  not  be  included.  We  have  looked  at  that  very,  very 
carefully. 

An  example  was  mentioned  in  the  testimony — mission.  That  $2 
million  item  is  a  mission-needs  study,  which  we  generally  do,  bring- 
ing in  people  outside  the  Coast  Guard,  as  we  are  doing  for  the 
coastal  patrol  boat,  to  see  just  exactly  what  the  mission  needs  are 
for  the  replacement  of  the  high  and  medium-endurance  cutters. 

We  are  talking  about  a  tremendously  high  outlay  of  funds.  Eight 
years  from  now,  we  will  begin  replacing  the  high-endurance  cut- 
ters. We  are  probably  talking  over  $300  million.  Perhaps  we  should 


773 

question  whether  that  type  of  effort  ought  to  be  funded  through 
R&D,  but  certainly  we  shouldn't  question  whether  it  ought  to  be 
done  at  all. 

As  far  as  looking  at  priorities  and  bringing  other  people  in,  yes, 
we  do.  There  is  a  tremendous  effort  ongoing  right  now  to  spend 
money  for  pollution  prevention  and  pollution  response,  and  the 
Coast  Guard  chairs  an  intergovernmental  committee  that  sets  pri- 
orities for  what  we  should  be  doing  in  this  particular  area. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  Coast  Guard  has  been  very  instrumental 
in  creating  an  international  treaty  and  holding  international  meet- 
ings in  this  country  to  look  at  what  is  being  done  worldwide  so  that 
there  is  no  duplication. 

Mr.  Price.  Excuse  me.  You  started  to  say  something  about  the 
use  of  outside  evaluators? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  we  do  look  at  outside  evaluators  to  help  de- 
termine our  needs — through  various  committees,  advisory  commit- 
tees that  we  have,  through  the  R&D  organization  I  just  mentioned 
to  you,  and  using  outside  consultants.  There  are  many  efforts  ongo- 
ing in  measures  of  effectiveness  and  things  like  that  where  outside 
consultants  are  being  used. 

We  are  looking  in  the  area  of  R&D  right  now  with  regard  to 
OPA  1990.  We  are  looking  at  efforts  to  improve  our  aids  to  naviga- 
tion system  using  differential  GPS,  electronic  charting,  vessel  traf- 
fic systems,  supporting  the  efforts  of  the  Ship  Structure  Commit- 
tee— which  is  an  interagency  committee  composed  of  the  Coast 
Guard,  the  Maritime  Administration,  Navy,  and  the  American 
Bureau  of  Shipping — again  bringing  in  outside  sources. 

We  are  trying  to  improve  our  core  technology  to  take  the  search 
out  of  search  and  rescue;  doing  fire  safety  analysis  for  both  Coast 
Guard  vessels  and  the  commercial  industry  we  regulate,  including 
passenger  vessels. 

We  are  trying  through  R&D  to  do  a  better  job  in  our  pre-acquisi- 
tion  process.  That  is  what  I  was  talking  about  with  the  $2  million 
for  mission  analysis.  It  was  not  to  see  what  we  were  going  to  do  in 
general  in  some  fuzzy  term.  It  was  to  look  at  what  a  specific  re- 
source that  was  going  to  be  a  highly  capital-intensive  effort  should 
be,  and  getting  about  eight  years  ahead  of  the  curve  in  trying  to 
determine  what  it  should  be. 

We  are  also  looking  at  waterways  management,  what  we  should 
be  doing  to  have  safer  waterway  systems  so  that  a  transportation 
system  which  is  truly  intermodal  fits  in  as  you  go  from  one  mode 
to  the  other,  and  if  the  Coast  Guard  is  doing  a  cost-effective  job  in 
managing  everything  we  do — navigation,  search  and  rescue,  and  all 
of  the  things  that  I  mentioned. 

One  additional  thing  we  are  doing  in  working  with  other  govern- 
mental agencies  that  have  expertise  in  this  area,  is  R&D  and  re- 
search management,  having  a  corporate  database  that  would  lead 
to  reasonable  measures  of  effectiveness.  Yes,  those  are  the  types  of 
things  we  are  doing. 

PERFORMANCE  MEASURES 

Mr.  Price.  Now,  on  that  aspect  of  the  research  program  that 
speaks  directly  to  the  effects  of  policy,  to  policy  analysis,  maybe 
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our  problem  here  is  separating  out  the  general  from  the  particular. 
If  you  could  help  us  do  that,  in  your  budget  justifications  you  list 
as  a  number  one  objective  in  preacquisition  support  research  the 
development  of  standard  scenarios  and  measures  of  effectiveness 
that  could  be  used  in  the  analysis  of  all  Coast  Guard  missions. 

But  it  is  hard  for  me,  anyway,  on  the  basis  of  what  we  were  fur- 
nished, to  see  how  this  fits  in  with  your  various  project  elements. 
You  do  have  some  specific  mission  analyses  proposed,  some  of 
which  you  have  just  listed  for  us.  But  I  am  not  sure  where  the 
broad-ranging  work  that  you  say  you  need  and  that  GAO  says  you 
need,  where  that  comes  in  as  a  priority. 

Can  you  help  us  sort  this  out?  Perhaps  you  would  want  to  fur- 
nish some  further  elaboration  for  the  record.  I  know  it  is  a  compli- 
cated area. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  like  to  speak  to  that  right  now,  Mr.  Price. 
I  did  talk  about  mission  analysis  for  major  cutters.  That  is  in  the 
justifications  for  our  budget,  along  with  International  Ice  Patrol- 
mission  analysis  and  waterways-management-mission  analysis.  We 
have  supplied  that  to  the  committee. 

Let  me  talk  just  a  little  bit  now  about  measures  of  effectiveness. 
I  think  having  them  is  extremely  important,  but  it  is  a  very  diffi- 
cult thing  to  do  for  a  government  agency. 

You  had  a  discussion  here  of  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  lives 
lost  in  boating.  It  is  very  difficult  to  say  what  part  the  Coast  Guard 
played.  But,  certainly  these  are  things  we  are  pursuing.  I  think 
over  the  last  two  years  I  have  required  our  top  management  to 
focus  on  these  issues,  in  fact  on  all  the  issues  that  Mr.  Mead  men- 
tioned in  his  testimony. 

The  Chairman  said  perhaps  this  is  an  area  where  Coast  Guard 
top  management  should  focus  more.  I  personally  feel  that  is  my 
primary  job,  and  that  is  something  I  have  stressed  to  our  top  man- 
agers. I  have  said  to  them,  whether  they  were  once  operators  or 
not  doesn't  matter;  they  are  now  managers,  that  is  their  job. 

In  developing  Total  Quality  Management  (TQM),  we  have  re- 
quired people  to  look  at  all  aspects  of  TQM — the  customer,  what  we 
really  need  to  do,  the  vertical-horizontal  interfaces  with  programs, 
and  measurements  of  how  effective  we  are.  And,  I  recognize  that  is 
a  very  important  area. 

I  recognize  that  progress  is  slow  in  this,  but  we  are  moving  to 
develop  a  solid  framework.  We  would  certainly  endorse  what  was 
recommended  by  the  Chairman  or  suggested  by  Mr.  Mead,  that 
perhaps  we  look  at  several  specific  areas  where  we  could  concen- 
trate that  would  give  this  committee  a  better  indication  of  where 
we  are  really  going.  We  would  like  to  work  with  the  staff  to  do 
that. 

We  have  some  general  tools  available,  Mr.  Price,  right  now.  A 
process  measurement  plan  has  been  developed,  a  Quick  Step  Guide- 
book to  the  field  as  a  guide  to  measurement  and  evaluation,  a 
Strategy  for  Process  Improvement  guide  book,  a  new  chapter  on 
measurement  evaluation  in  the  Planning  and  Programming 
Manual,  and  other  things. 

We  also  have  some  prototype  efforts  underway:  Engineering,  fo- 
cusing on  centralized  support;  program  delivery  system;  training 
commands;  Work-Life  prototype.  We  are  instituting  measures  of  ef- 
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fectiveness  for  our  initiatives  in  work  life,  which  I  consider  so  very, 
very  important. 

Also,  we  are  researching  a  search  and  rescue  prototype  using  the 
existing  search  and  rescue  database,  and  of  course  one  of  our  initia- 
tives is  a  search  and  rescue  information  system  update. 

I  think  I  have  a  plan,  I  think  I  have  some  milestones,  and  we  are 
moving  forward.  It  is  going  to  be  a  difficult  thing  to  do,  but  I  think 
we  have  some  successes  to  talk  about. 

One  is  a  report  that  we  have  completed  on  search  and  rescue  sta- 
tion reevaluation,  an  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  search 
and  rescue  stations. 

I  mentioned  Work  Life.  I  mentioned  we  have  put  increased  re- 
sources in  fisheries.  We  did  a  very  detailed  analysis  to  move  re- 
sources from  the  East  Coast  to  the  West  Coast. 

We  just  completed  a  very  extensive  study  on  fisheries  law  en- 
forcement, working  with  the  fishing  industry,  working  with  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  NOAA  to  come  up  with 
what  we  feel  is  a  very  cost-effective  way  of  changing  our  enforce- 
ment methods  that  will  provide  the  necessary  conservation  of  our 
fisheries  resources  and  do  it  in  a  cost-effective  way  with  the  mini- 
mal impact  upon  the  fishermen  themselves. 

The  buoy  tender  fleet  replacement  we  talked  about — we  did  a 
very  detailed  analysis  to  see  what  the  mix  ought  to  be  between 
ocean-going  buoy  tenders,  coastal  buoy  tenders,  and  buoy  boats. 
Our  total  procurement  recommendations  that  we  had  for  1993  and 
1994  are  based  on  that.  And,  we  will  continue  as  we  go  through 
this  process,  feeling  that  we  know  what  the  mix  ought  to  be  now, 
to  see  if  there  are  changing  circumstances.  The  same  is  true  for 
our  coastal  patrol  boats. 

It  was  rnentioned  we  canceled  the  Heritage  class  patrol  boat 
project,  and  I  can  get  into  that.  I  did  discuss  that  in  some  detail  at 
the  hearing  last  year.  That  was  an  effort  where  we  found  condi- 
tions had  changed,  we  were  monitoring  what  was  happening  with 
other  resources. 

Regarding  Mr.  Wolfs  question  on  resources  being  devoted  to  the 
war  on  drugs,  we  found  that  things  had  changed,  and  that  we 
didn't  need  that  large  a  vessel.  We  need  something  smaller  and 
more  cost  effective,  and  that  kind  of  analysis  went  into  the  conclu- 
sion. 

MISSION  ANALYSIS 

Mr.  Price.  That  is  a  wide-ranging  inventory  of  research  projects. 
Let  me  just  return  briefly,  though,  to  my  question  about  the  gener- 
al and  the  particular. 

You  do  list  this  objective,  page  201,  of  developing  standard  sce- 
narios and  measures  of  effectiveness  that  can  be  used  across  these 
various  Coast  Guard  missions.  That  is  what  I  am  looking  for  some 
sense  of,  what  is  that  project  all  about;  to  what  extent  are  you  as- 
suming that  it  will  move  forward  in  the  next  fiscal  year? 

Admiral  Kime.  The  first  thing  we  have  to  do  is  develop  a  better 
database  so  we  can  make  better  business  decisions.  We  have  a  sig- 
nificant number  of  initiatives  ongoing  in  that  particular  area,  and  I 
can  get  into  those.  But  once  that  is  done,  then  we  have  to  look  at 
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what  questions  we  should  be  asking,  and  obviously  the  questions  of 
the  diverse  programs  are  going  to  be  different,  but  they  will  have 
some  common  base. 

This  is  an  effort  to  try  to  determine  what  that  common  base  is 
going  to  be  and,  hopefully,  given  that  we  have  a  more  common  in- 
formation base  that  we  can  access,  we  can  arrive  at  cost-effective 
decisions,  then  move  forward  into  the  specific  MOEs  that  we  are 
looking  for. 

Mr.  Price.  So  this  more  general  work  is — ^you  are  planning  for 
that  to  proceed  in  the  next  fiscal  year? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Price.  With  what  kind  of  budgetary  support?  What  kind  of 
budgetary  implications? 

Admiral  Kime.  A  lot  of  this  will  be  done  under  our  operating  ex- 
penses budget,  Mr.  Price. 

Mr.  Price.  Mainly  utilizing  resources  presently  in-house? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  right.  We  have  a  priority  program  for 
search  and  rescue.  I  named  some  of  the  things 

Mr.  Price.  I  understand.  I  am  talking  about  this  standardization 
effort,  the  development  of  standard  scenarios  and  measures. 

Admiral  Kime.  The  exact  amount  of  money  we  are  going  to 
devote  to  that  I  will  have  to  provide  for  the  record.  I  don't  have  it 
at  my  fingertips. 

Mr.  Price.  I  think  we  could  use  some  clarification  about  where 
that  more  general  effort  to  upgrade  the  agency's  capacity  for  policy 
analysis,  where  that  fits  with  these  various  specific  projects  that 
you  have  delineated.  That  would  be  helpful. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  more  general  effort  to  upgrade  our  capacity  for  policy  analysis,  that  you're 
inquiring  about,  is  what  we  call  mission  analysis.  The  purpose  of  mission  analysis  is 
to  asset  the  ability  of  the  Coast  Guard  to  successfully  carry  out  a  specific  mission  in 
the  future.  Where  a  deficiency  in  functional  capability  exists  or  is  projected  to  exist, 
a  mission  analysis  should  identify  the  additional  functional  capability  or  process 
changes  necessary  to  meet  the  deficiency. 

The  on-paper  "snapshot"  of  mission  analysis  is  the  Mission  Analysis  Report 
(MAR).  A  MAR  documents  on-going  planning  efforts  which  indicate  existing  or  an- 
ticipated deficiencies  in  mission  functional  capability  necessary  to  conduct  Coast 
Guard  missions.  The  MAR  also  describes  in  general  terms  why  an  acquisition 
project  may  be  required  to  correct  the  deficiency. 

The  MAR  was  developed  to  be  a  customer-focused  planning  document  that  may  or 
may  not  point  to  the  need  to  initiate  a  major  acquisition.  The  point  of  the  mission 
analysis  is  to  examine  alternative  ways  to  resolve  deficiencies.  It  forces  our  Program 
Directors/Managers  to  think  "out  of  the  box"  and  not  immediately  jump  to  the  con- 
clusion that  a  class  of  large  ships  reaching  their  end-of-service  life  must  be  replaced 
by  the  same  number  of  equally  large  ships,  or  even  by  a  material  resource. 

The  goal  of  a  MAR  is  to  provide  enough  information  to  allow  our  Agency  Acquisi- 
tion Executive  (the  Vice-Commandant)  to  decide  whether  or  not  to  establish  a  major 
systems  acquisition  project,  to  authorize  the  Program  Director  to  proceed  with  a 
major  systems  acquisition  Mission  Need  Statement  (MNS),  and,  in  the  case  of  all 
acquisition  projects,  to  better  document  and  justify  acquisition  needs  and  planning. 

SPARE  PARTS  INVENTORIES 

Mr.  Price.  Let  me  turn  to  a  matter  that  arose  on  the  Budget 
Committee,  which  you  have  been  kind  enough  to  provide  already 
some  information  on  to  my  office,  a  question  about  spare  parts  in- 
ventory. 
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During  this  year's  deliberations  on  the  Budget  Committee,  a 
Member  of  the  Budget  Committee  criticized  the  Coast  Guard  for 
excess  spare  parts  and  said  there  were  savings  of  $9.6  miUion  to  be 
reaUzed  in  this  area. 

You  have  questioned  that  and  I  wondered  what  your  reasoning 
is.  You  don't  beUeve  that  $9.6  milUon  can  be  saved  in  this  area. 

Now,  you  also  furnished  me  some  information  that  as  of  April 
15th,  the  Coast  Guard  had  disposed  of  $55.9  million  in  excess  spare 
parts,  and  of  the  $55.9  million,  $152,000  have  been  returned  to  the 
originator  for  cash  credit,  and  $55.7  million  have  been  returned  to 
the  Defense  Reutilization  and  Marketing  Office. 

That  raises  the  question,  of  course,  whether  we  can  expect  any 
further  recovery  to  the  Coast  Guard  beyond  that  $152,000,  which, 
of  course,  is  a  minimal  portion  of  the  full  $55.9  million. 

Can  you  shed  some  further  light  on  this  question? 

Admiral  Kime.  The  data  that  you  have  been  reading  is  accurate. 
Let  me  go  back,  Mr.  Price,  and  say  there  was  a  DOT  I.G.  audit  that 
indicated  they  believe  the  Coast  Guard  had  a  little  over  $90  million 
in  excess  inventory  of  spare  parts  over  what  they  would  need  for 
efficient  requirements.  And  even  before  that  report  became  final, 
we  began  steps  to  look  at  that  particular  issue.  We  concurred  in  13 
of  their  16  recommendations  and  we  offered  comments  on  the  other 
three. 

We  have  since  been  addressing  that  issue.  The  spare  parts  that 
we  have  fall  into  different  categories.  Let  me  say  that  $27  million 
represented  parts  that  we  intentionally  overstocked  based  on  infor- 
mation about  parts  reliability  and  economic  ordering  quantities. 

Fifty-one  million  dollars  worth  of  parts  were  verified  as  being 
usable  over  the  life  of  the  aircraft  they  supported,  so  these  parts 
were  also  retained. 

Sixteen  million  dollars  in  parts  were  truly  excess  and  were  dis- 
posed of,  as  you  said,  through  DMRO  for  a  very  small  amount  of 
money. 

DMRO  is  the  defense  agency  that  takes  excess  parts  and  tries  to 
sell  them  and  recoup  money.  Traditionally,  the  return  on  this  has 
not  been  very  great. 

Mr.  Price.  What  has  been  the  return  most  recently  of  this  $55.7 
million  we  are  talking  about?  Is  there  a  way  of  estimating  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  The  Coast  Guard  gets  absolutely  nothing.  The 
exact  number  here  was  just  several  hundred  thousand  dollars. 

There  were  $15  million  of  parts  for  the  H-3  helicopter  that  is 
being  phased  out.  They  will  be  disposed  of  as  excess  as  the  aircraft 
are  retired. 

We  have  about  $75  million  in  excess  but  usable  parts  that  were 
identified  in  the  DOT  LG.  audit,  and  those  are  being  applied  to  our 
requirements  in  AFC-41  for  aircraft  parts. 

In  fiscal  year  1992,  we  applied  $32  million  to  that.  That  is  $32 
million  that  we  did  not  ask  for.  In  1993,  $15  million.  In  1994,  $8 
million.  In  the  out  years,  about  $3  million  a  year. 

I  have  had  my  people  do  an  extensive  amount  of  study  on  this, 
Mr.  Price,  and  they  briefed  me  three  times  on  where  we  stand,  the 
latest  one  being  just  about  a  week  ago.  I  would  offer  that  same 
briefing  to  the  committee  staff. 
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These  numbers  that  I  mentioned  of  the  $75  million  that  we  can 
apply  to  AFC-41  does  not  mean  that,  therefore,  the  appropriation 
could  be  cut  down.  What  we  have  done  is  looked  at  what  our  needs 
are,  and  where  the  money  needs  to  come  from.  This  is  part  of 
where  they  need  to  come  from,  and  that  is  part  of  the  brief.  I 
would  like  to  offer  that  to  the  committee  staff  or  any  of  the  Mem- 
bers that  would  like  to  see  it. 

Mr.  Price.  I  think  that  might  very  well  be  helpful.  As  I  said,  we 
need  to  know  exactly  why  that  $9.6  million  is  in  your  view  not  an 
accurate  estimate. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  November  1989  Office  of  the  Inspector  General's  (OIG)  audit  of  supply  re- 
quirements for  aircraft  parts  estimated  "$93.6  million  or  about  27  percent  of  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard's  $346.7  million  inventory  of  aircraft  parts  that  the  OIG  reviewed 
exceeded  efficient  requirements".  This  statistical  estimate  is  a  mean  value  with  a 
precision  of  plus  or  minus  $7.5  million  at  the  90-percent  confidence  level.  Of  the 
over  $90  million  in  excess  inventory  of  spare  parts,  $27  million  represented  parts 
that  were  overstocked  based  on  information  about  parts  reliability  and  economic  or- 
dering quantities,  $51  million  were  verified  as  being  usable  over  the  life  of  the  air- 
craft they  supported  and  therefore  these  parts  were  retained,  and  $16  million  of 
parts  were  truly  excess  and  disposed  of  through  DMRO. 

FISHERIES  TRAINING  TEAMS 

Mr.  Price.  One  final  question,  Admiral.  I  was  interested  in  page 
60  of  your  budget  justification  where  you  discuss  the  development 
of  regionalized  training  regimes  to  improve  living  marine  resources 
enforcement. 

I  wonder  what  your  goal  is  in  that  area,  how  do  these  goals  go 
beyond  your  current  efforts,  and  other  particular  problems  that 
have  prompted  this  response  on  your  part. 

Admiral  Kime.  That  was  one  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
study  we  conducted  on  our  enforcement  of  fisheries  laws.  We  cur- 
rently have  a  fisheries  training  team  up  in  the  New  England  area. 
We  would  expand  to  four  training  teams.  We  utilize  this  team  to 
train  the  Coast  Guard  people  who  are  involved  in  fisheries  law  en- 
forcement, and  with  the  vast  numbers  of  laws  we  have  to  enforce, 
certainly  this  is  important. 

Also,  this  would  be  an  effort  to  work  with  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  people  and  also  the  fishing  industry  in  the  par- 
ticular area.  We  have  received  a  great  number  of  compliments 
from  all  of  these  people  for  the  effort  we  have  maintained  up  in 
Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Price.  Are  there  particular  problems  that  have  led  you  to 
think  this  is  a  matter  of  some  urgency? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  we  have  recognized  that  this  is  a  $24  bil- 
lion industry  for  this  country.  It  is  an  effort  that  began  with  trying 
to  keep  foreign  fishermen  out  of  our  EEZ  to  prevent  overfishing. 
Now  that  problem  has  been  basically  solved,  although  we  must  still 
be  careful  about  it  in  areas  where  the  Russian  and  the  U.S.  EEZs 
come  together,  and  where  the  Canadian  and  Mexican  EEZs  inter- 
sect with  the  U.S.'s. 

But  we  are  looking  now  at  fisheries  management,  how  we  can 
take  a  better  cooperative  effort  with  the  fishermen,  with  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service,  with  the  fisheries  management 
councils,  to  provide  better  enforcement. 
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Another  thing  that  came  out  of  this  is  the  fact  that  high  seas 
drift  net  fishing  has  now  been  banned  as  of  1  January  of  this  year 
due  to  the  efforts  of  the  United  States  where  the  Coast  Guard 
worked  through  the  State  Department.  Internationally  it  has  been 
banned,  and  we  have  a  program  to  monitor  that. 

We  have  been  enforcing  the  conservation  of  the  salmon  resources 
of  this  country.  These  are  all  part  of  it.  We  felt  this  was  a  major 
program  that  needed  to  be  looked  at.  It  is  growing  tremendously.  I 
have  shifted  a  tremendous  number  of  resources  into  the  fisheries 
program.  I  might  just  give  you  an  idea  of  what  we  have  done  in 
that  particular  area. 

In  1988,  5.8  percent  of  our  operating  budget  went  into  fisheries 
enforcement.  Now  it  is  12.6.  By  example,  in  drug  law  enforcement, 
we  were  operating  at  23.1  percent  in  1988.  That  has  dropped  to 
14.1.  I  was  in  error  when  I  said  14.6.  And,  other  law  enforcement 
such  as  alien  migrant  interdiction  has  gone  up  from  5.1  to  9.2. 

We  are  investing  a  tremendous  amount  of  resources  in  fisheries 
enforcement.  We  felt  a  study  should  be  done,  a  management  analy- 
sis, a  policy-type  approach  to  this,  just  as  the  type  you  said  we 
should  be  doing.  We  did  that  in  this  particular  area,  came  up  with 
the  recommendations,  and  are  implementing  those  recommenda- 
tions in  the  short  term,  the  mid  term,  and  the  long  term,  and  the 
short-  and  mid-term  ones  we  can  do  for  very,  very  little  expendi- 
ture of  funds. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

REPLACEMENT  ICEBREAKER  PROPULSION 

Mr.  Price.  It  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  that  two  different 
companies  are  bidding  to  build  the  propulsion  system  of  the  new 
Polar  Icebreaker.  Can  you  provide  for  the  record  a  comparison  be- 
tween the  experiences  of  the  two  companies  in  developing,  manu- 
facturing and  servicing  propulsion  systems  for  icebreakers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

That  information  can  not  be  provided  for  the  record.  The  U.S.  Navy  is  responsible 
for  the  acquisition  of  the  polar  icebreaker  for  the  Coast  Guard.  The  Navy  is  current- 
ly evaluating  the  proposals  of  two  shipyards,  Avondale  Industries  Inc.  and  Ingalls 
Shipbuilding  Inc.,  to  select  one  of  them  to  execute  the  Detail  Design  and  Construc- 
tion of  the  icebreaker. 

The  subcontractors,  vendors,  and  equipment  identified  in  those  proposals  are  se- 
lected by  the  competing  shipyards  and  are  considered  Source  Selection  Sensitive. 
This  information  is  available  only  to  those  formally  designated  as  members  of  the 
Source  Selection  process  and  cannot  be  released  prior  to  contract  award.  Even  after 
contract  award  we  are  only  permitted  to  release  information  about  the  winning  pro- 
posal. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 
Mr.  Wolf. 

COAST  GUARD  PRAYER  BREAKFAST 

Mr.  Wolf.  Welcome,  Admiral. 

I  want  to  raise  a  couple  of  questions,  but  before  I  do,  let  me  just 
ask  unanimous  consent  here  that  Nat  Hentoff  s  article  be  included 
in  the  hearing  record,  and  that  your  response  be  put  with  it. 

[The  article  and  response  follow:] 
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As  requested,  attached  is  the  editorial  written  by  Mr.  Nat  Hentoff  titled  "Gerry 
Studds:  Chairman  With  an  Animus"  and  Admiral  Kime's  letter  to  Congressman 
Wolf  concerning  the  cancellation  of  the  Coast  Guard's  Prayer  Breakfast. 
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THE  COMMANDANT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20593-0001 

25  March  1993 


Dear  Mr.  Wolf, 


I  enjoyed  our  discussions  concerning  the  Coast 
Guard  last  week  and  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
and  the  103rd  Congress  in  the  year  ahead. 

During  our  conversation  you  asked  for  specifics 
about  the  Coast  Guard  Headquarters'  Prayer  Breakfast 
and  the  circumstances  leading  to  the  cancellation. 

We  have  traditionally  held  two  Prayer  Breakfasts 
each  year  in  Washington,  DC;  one  at  Thanksgiving  and 
one  in  conjunction  with  the  National  Prayer 
Breakfast.   Our  Thanksgiving  event  was  very 
successful  and  featured  Mr.  Bill  Glass  as  our  guest 
speaker.   However,  as  we  approached  the  event 
associated  with  the  National  breakfast,  actions  and 
concerns  by  various  members  of  the  Headquarters 
command  dictated  that  the  event  should  be  cancelled. 

About  a  week  before  the  event,  certain  members 
of  the  command,  without  authority  and  contrary  to 
Coast  Guard  policy  mounted  an  effort  to  promote  the 
continuation  of  the  ban  on  homosexuals  in  the 
military.   Government  facilities  and  electronic  mail 
systems  were  unlawfully  used  in  this  endeavor. 
Furthermore,  they  used  the  auspices  of  the  Command 
Religious  Program  to  promote  their  effort.   The 
leaders  of  this  group  were  also  key  organizers  of  the 
scheduled  February  9,  1993  Prayer  Breakfast. 

They  had  invited  Mr.  Gary  Bauer,  for  a  fee  of 
$750.00  (appropriated  funds),  to  be  the  guest  speaker 
at  the  breakfast.   While  they  assured  the  Commanding 
Officer  of  Headquarters  that  Mr.  Bauer  would  not 
address  the  homosexual  issue,  an  issue  on  which  Mr. 
Bauer  had  previously  expressed  strong  views,  the  fact 
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that;  this  group  was  leading  an  effort  to  continue  the 
ban  was  cause  for  considerable  concern. 

Additionally,  as  a  result  of  another  breakfast 
in  January  1993,  in  celebration  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.,  several  groups  complained  that  their 
affiliations  were  not  represented.  A  review  of  the 
scheduled  breakfast  revealed  potentially  similar 
problems . 

While  all  of  this  was  being  considered,  I  was 
asked  to  call  your  colleague  Congressman  Gerry 
Studds,   He  informed  me  that  Coast  Guard  personnel 
had  complained  to  his  staff  that  personnel  who  were 
in  charge  of  the  Prayer  Breakfast  were  illegally 
using  Government  facilities  and  equipment  to  support 
an  effort  to  continue  the  military  ban  on 
homosexuals.   Mr.  Studds  expressed  concerns  about  the 
improper  use  of  Government  resources  and 
insensitivity  to  current  equal  rights  issues. 

Considering  all  of  these  circumstances,  the 
Coast  Guard  decided  to  cancel  the  breakfast.   In 
retrospect,  I  still  believe  it  was  the  right  thing  to 
do.   Since  then  a  debate  has  raged  between  Mr.  Bauer, 
the  media,  various  religious  groups.  Congressman 
Studds  and  other  members  of  Congress  as  well,  as  to 
the  many  issues  involving  the  rights  of  homosexuals. 
Our  small  Prayer  Breakfast  which  was  scheduled  to  be 
an  event  which  offered  the  opportunity  for  all 
participants  to  pray  for  our  country  and  dedicate 
ourselves  to  the  values  upon  which  our  Nation  was 
founded  had  become  a  stage  for  issues  inappropriate 
for  the  event  and  our  personnel. 

I  have  personally  counseled  the  officers  who 
misused  Government  facilities  to  promote  a  policy 
contrary  to  Coast  Guard  policy.   The  Commanding 
Officer  of  Headquarters  called  Mr,  Bauer  and 
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apologized  for  any  Inconvenience  the  cancellation 
caused  him.   I  personally  look  forvard  to  our  next 
Prayer  Breakfast  and  will  ensure  it  is  well  organized 
and  meets  the  spiritual  needs  of  our  personnel. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  this  year  and 
welcome  your  great  interest  in  and  support  of  the 
United  States  Coast  Guard. 


Sincerely, 


^J.  W.  KIME 
Admiral,  U.  S.  Coast  Guard 


The  Honorable  Frank  R,  Wolf 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC   20515 
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COAST  GUARD  PRAYER  BREAKFAST 

Mr.  Wolf.  Let  me  just  say  the  department  said  they  were  very 
forthcoming.  I  don't  beheve  you  were  forthcoming,  because  I  had  to 
call  you.  You  did  not  call  me.  Let  the  record  show  that  I  had  to  call 
you.  I  raised  this  issue  with  the  Secretary,  and  nobody  called. 

Secondly,  the  last  time  the  Secretary  was  here,  your  people 
quickly  brought  a  letter  up  just  before  the  Secretary  testified.  I 
want  the  record  to  show  that  I  am  offended  by  the  fact  that  you 
didn't  have  the  courtesy  to  send  up  your  letter  until  five  minutes 
before  the  Secretary  testified. 

I  think  you  can  do  a  better  job  than  that,  particularly  since  on 
page  13,  Admiral,  you  said,  "We  have  worked  hard  to  improve  our 
communications  with  and  responsiveness  to  the  committee  Mem- 
bers and  staff,  and  I  think  we  have  made  significant  progress." 

Let  the  record  show  I  do  not  believe  that  you  have  made  progress 
with  my  office. 

Now,  today,  I  received  another  last-minute  letter  from  the  Secre- 
tary. That  is  not  good  responsiveness.  Admiral.  I  had  a  job  as 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Congressional  Legislative  Affairs  at 
the  Department  of  Interior,  and  Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
were  treated  much  better  than  that. 

So  let  the  record  show,  I  think  you  were  wrong  to  cancel  the 
prayer  breakfast.  Nobody  has  asked  Billy  Graham  or  any  of  the 
SF>eakers  at  the  national  prayer  breakfast  what  their  views  are  on 
controversial  issues.  It  would  be  inappropriate  to  ask  what  their 
views  are  on  any  of  these  issues.  When  someone  is  invited  to  speak, 
to  cancel  that  speaker  because  of  their  views  is  absolutely  wrong. 

So  I  want  the  record  to  include  your  letter,  my  statement  here, 
and  also  Nat  Hentoffs  piece. 

Admiral  Kime.  May  I  respond  to  that,  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  may  respond,  absolutely. 

Admiral  Kime.  This  was  obviously  the  issue  of  the  cancellation  of 
Mr.  Gary  Bauer  to  speak  at  the  prayer  breakfast.  I  think  my  letter 
of  25  March  is  the  one  you  want  to  put  into  the  record? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Absolutely. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  certainly  agree  with  that  and  I  think  putting 
the  article  that  you  indicated  in  the  record  would  be  good,  and  I 
would  also  like  to  insert  another  piece  into  the  record — a  reply  to 
Mr.  Hentoffs  article  entitled  "Inappropriate  Speech."  I  would  like 
to  offer  that  to  the  committee  also. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  objection? 

Without  objection. 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  requested,  the  editorial  written  by  Ralph  J.  Temple  titled  "Inappropriate 
Speech"  which  appeared  in  the  Washington  Post  on  1  April  1993  follows. 
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1ST  STORY  of  Level  1  printed  in  FULL  format. 

Copyright  199  3  The  Washington  Post 
The  Washington  Post 

April   1,  1993,  Thursday,  Final  Edition 

SECTION:  EDITORIAL;  PAGE  A22;  LETTERS  TO  THE  EDITOR 

LENGTH:  315  words 

HEADLINE:   Inappropriate  Speech 

SERIES:  Occasional 

BODY: 

Nat  Hentoff  protests  [op-ed,  March  13]  that  Rep.  Gerry  Studds  violated 
freedom  of  speech  when  he  Intervened  to  stop  a  Coast  Guard  officer  from 
sponsoring  Gary  Bauer's  speech,  at  a  military  function,  in  opposition  to  gays  in 
the  military. 

As  a  former  lawyer  for  the  American  Civil  Liberties  Union,  and  one  who 
usually  agrees  with  Mr.  Hentoff 's  advocacy  of  First  Amendment  protection  for 
right-wing  speech,  I  strongly  disagree. 

At  official  military  functions,  it  is  just  as  inappropriate  to  have  anti-gay 
statements  as  it  would  be  to  have  anti-blaclc,  antisemitic  and  anti-feminine 
statements. 

The  military  does  not  have  a  free  speech  right  at  military  functions  to 
oppose  the  president's  policies.  The  civil  liberties  principle  of  keeping  the 
military  under  civilian  control  does  not  allow  the  generals  to  use  their  office 
to  make  prayer  breakfasts  and  warships  into  podiums  to  advance  their  agendas . 
Limits  on  the  military  leadership's  power  to  Influence  governmental  policy  are 
critical  to  the  democratic  principle.  The  military  is  entitled  to  its  input,  but 
we  cannot  have  it  publicly  campaigning. 

And  yes,  Mr.  Hentoff,  the  same  thing  would  have  justified  the  White  House 
intervening  to  prevent  an  anti-Vietnam  War  speaker  at  an  official  military 
function. 

The  Coast  Guard  officer  who  wanted  Mr.  Bauer  to  speak  can,  in  his  private 
capacity,  picket  In  front  of  the  White  House  and  make  anti-gay  speeches.  He 
cannot  do  it  at  an  official  function. 

The  public  has  had  enough  of  Gen.  Colin  Powell  and  the  rest  of  the  generals 
and  admirals  flexing  their  muscles  on  this  gay  issue.  They  may  have  gotten  the 
idea  during  the  Reagan-Bush  years  that  they  could  run  things  as  they  wished. 
Well,  the  civilians  are  back  in  control,  and  those  military  officers  who  don't 
like  it  should  practice  what  they  are  duty-bound  to  preach:  Follow  orders,  or 
get  out.  RALPH  J.  TEMPLE  Washington 

TYPE:  LETTER 
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Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Wolf,  I  am  not  going  to  go  into  the  issues- 


Mr.  Wolf.  Feel  free  to  go  into  any  issue  you  want,  because  I  am 
prepared  to  stay  all  day  to  go  into  it. 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Wolf,  I  have  traditionally  been  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  prayer  breakfasts  for  the  Coast  Guard.  We  have  tradition- 
ally, as  I  said  in  my  letter  to  you,  had  two  of  those  a  year.  We  had 
a  very  good  one  when  Mr.  Bill  Glass,  a  former  football  player  for 
the  Cleveland  Browns,  an  evangelist,  came  and  had  a  very  moving 
session  for  us. 

Because  of  my  concern  for  families,  I  asked — invited  Mr.  Gary 
Bauer  last  May  to  come  and  be  the  speaker  in  February  for  our 
prayer  breakfast.  I  did  not  know  Mr.  Bauer  at  all.  I  knew  his  politi- 
cal leanings,  but  I  wasn't  concerned  about  that.  I  was  concerned 
about  what  he  was  doing  for  families,  something  that  you  and  I 
have  had  a  dialogue  back  and  forth  on  many,  many  times. 

And  then  it  was  brought  to  my  attention,  not  by  any  of  my 
people  or  by  anybody  else,  but  I  received  a  call  from  Mr.  Studds 
asking  me  if  I  was  aware  of  what  some  of  my  people  had  been 
doing.  They  had  been  using  E-mail,  electronic  mail,  government  re- 
sources, to  try  to  further  their  views  on  what  we  ought  to  do 

Mr.  Wolf.  Can  I  ask  you  one  question?  Was  Mr.  Bauer  involved 
in  E-mail? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  will  get  to  that.  Mr.  Bauer  was  not. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Admiral,  I  am  asking  you,  was 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Bauer  was  not  involved,  but  the  same  group 
of  people  who  were  involved  in  getting  Mr.  Bauer  and  who  just 
three  weeks  before  had  again  approached  Mr.  Bauer  on  this,  were 
the  ones  that  were  involved  in  the  illegal  use  of  the  E-mail,  and 
using  terms  that  were  quite  offensive  to  many  of  the  people  in  the 
Coast  Guard. 

I  found  out 

Mr.  Wolf.  Admiral,  what  was  the  offensiveness  in  the  Coast 
Guard?  Explain  that. 

Admiral  Kime.  The  offensiveness  I  think  was  the  quoting  of 
scriptures  and  words  such  as  YIC,  "Yours  in  Christ" 

Mr.  Wolf.  Let  me  ask  you.  Yesterday's  Washington  Times  had 
an  article  about  10  information  systems  on  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  closed  circuit  television  system  including  gay  les- 
bian and  bisexual  employee  programming  about  the  upcoming 
March  on  Washington.  This  text  on  the  screen  angered  some  de- 
partment employees  when  it  appeared  between  items  on  health 
benefits  and  where  to  get  a  blood  pressure  check.  Was  that  consid- 
ered offensive  too? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  haven't  seen  that  article,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  will  let  you  take  a  look  at  that. 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Bauer  had  now  taken  up  the  cudgel,  the 
battle  of  ensuring  that  we  did  not  lift  the  ban  on  gays 

Mr.  Wolf.  Let  me  interrupt  and  ask  you,  was  Mr.  Bauer  going  to 
speak  about  that?  Was  that  the  subject 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  know  what  Mr.  Bauer  was  going  to  speak 
about,  but  my  concern  was  that  the  same  group  that  in  fact  was 
promoting  the  campaign  on  an  issue  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  high-ranking  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  heads  of  the  five 
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military  services  had  agreed  on  as  a  course  of  action  that  we  would 
follow,  I  did  not  think  that  this  was  the  time  to,  based  on  what  I 
had  seen,  create  a  forum  for  people  to  get  into  this  issue. 

Now,  whether  he  would  have  or  not  I  don't  know.  The  article 

Mr.  Wolf.  Did  you  call  him  and  ask  him? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  I  did  not  call  him.  The  article  that  I  asked  to 
be  inserted  in  the  record  addresses  that  and  speaks  to  the  article 
that  you  mentioned  by 

Mr.  Wolf.  Admiral,  did  I  call  you  or  did  you  call  me  on  that 
issue?  I  am  asking  you  for  the  record.  Admiral,  did  I  call  you? 

Admiral  Kime.  You  called  me.  So  did  many  other  people,  Mr. 
Wolf.  I  returned  your  call  immediately,  and  gave  you  a  detailed  ex- 
planation of  everything  that  I  have  said  here.  What  you  asked,  I 
had  explained  to  other  people.  They  were  satisfied  on  both  sides  of 
the  issue.  And  you  asked  me  for  a  letter. 

I  provided  you  that  letter  just  as  quickly  as  I  could. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  did  the  letter  come  to  my  office? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  was  dated  the  25th  of  March. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  when  did  the  Secretary  testify  before  this  com- 
mittee? It  came  that  same  day. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  got  it  to  you  as  fast  as  I  could. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  came  that  same  day. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  apologize  if  you  think  we  weren't  responsive. 
We  will  try  to  do  a  much  better  job  of  that  in  the  future  in  provid- 
ing you  information.  But  there  was  no  effort  on  my  part  nor  the 
part  of  the  Secretary's  to  provide  this  letter  at  the  very  last  minute 
or  after  the  fact. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Did  the  Secretary's  office  call  you  to  ask  you  to  quick- 
ly get  a  letter  up  there? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  they  did  not.  Absolutely  did  not. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  we  spoke  to  the  Secretary's  office  they  said,  "I 
thought  Admiral  Kime  had  taken  care  of  that,"  and  I  said  he  had 
not,  they  said,  "We  will  be  in  touch." 

Admiral  Kime.  I  had  no  communications 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  you  checked  with  your  secretary?  And  furnish 
for  the  record  if  anybody  from  the 

Admiral  Kime.  That  letter  had  been  in  the  process,  Mr.  Wolf,  for 
quite  some  time  and  was  being  prepared.  I  had  a  look  at  it  and  had 
made  some  changes  to  it;  the  letter  was  redone,  and  it  was  sent  up 
to  you. 

I  know  of  no  link  between  the  appearance  of  the  Secretary  and 
the  letter — I  don't  operate  that  way,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  you  check  and  let  me  know? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir,  I  certainly  will. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you.  I  just  want  the  record  to  include  all  of 
that,  and  anything  else  you  want  in.  I  would  ask  that  be  in  the 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  confirmed  that  there  was  no  communication  from  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  regarding  expediting  the  letter's  delivery.  The 
fact  that  it  was  delivered  on  the  day  the  Secretary  appeared  before  the  subcommit- 
tee was  a  coincidence. 
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RESPONSE  TO  GAO  TESTIMONY 


Mr.  Wolf.  Let  me  cover  a  couple  of  other  issues.  What  is  your 
reaction  to  the  GAO  testimony  today?  Have  you  gone  through  it 
line  by  line,  and  what  is  your  overall  reaction? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  prepared  to  go  into  it,  sir.  Let  me  say  that 
we,  over  the  years,  have  worked  very,  very  closely  with  the  Gener- 
al Accounting  Office.  We  take  all  of  their  suggestions  and  com- 
ments pretty  seriously.  I  think  that  was  stated  by  Mr.  Mead. 

Let  me  go  down  through  the  various  issues  he  talked  about  and 
try  to  address  those.  There  was  an  indication  of  the  growth  of  the 
Coast  Guard  budget  since  1983,  and  let  me  say  that  in  1983,  we  had 
an  average  of  39,000  military  employees,  and  we  had  about  6,000 
civilian  employees.  In  1994,  we  have  39,000  military  employees  and 
about  6,000  civilian  employees. 

In  that  time,  we  have  received  responsibilities  for  the  Magnuson 
Fisheries  Conservation  Management  Act,  the  Bartlett  Act  for  fish- 
eries enforcement,  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act,  the 
Marine  Protection  and  Research  Act,  the  1981  Executive  Order  on 
Haitian  Migrant  Interdiction,  the  Boating  While  Intoxicated  Act, 
the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  and  the  Abandoned  Oil  Barge  Act  we 
talked  about.  So,  our  responsibilities  have  grown  tremendously  in 
that  time. 

Much  of  the  increased  funding,  Mr.  Wolf,  was  due  to  increases  in 
salaries  and  recapitalization  of  our  plant. 

Let  me  talk  now  about  the  areas  of  acquisition  that  were  raised. 
I  think  that  that  is  very  important,  because  we  have  been  very  re- 
sponsive in  that  particular  area.  It  was  mentioned  that  the  Office 
of  Acquisition  was  created  in  1986,  and  we  are  now  looking  at, 
first,  what  should  we  buy,  and  secondly,  how  do  we  buy  it. 

I  think  that  the  confidence  in  what  we  have  done — the  confi- 
dence of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation — has  been  shown  by  re- 
cently increasing  our  source-selection  authority,  my  source-selec- 
tion authority  for  level  1  and  2  acquisitions;  that  is,  over  $150  mil- 
lion. Prior  to  that,  it  was  for  only  those  things  below  $150  million. 

Within  three  weeks  of  the  letting  of  the  contract  for  the  seagoing 
buoy  tender,  all  protests  were  dropped  and  it  was  on  schedule.  This 
was  a  major  acquisition  that  began  over  10  years  ago,  came  in  on 
schedule,  and  at  two-thirds  of  the  cost  that  I  reported  to  the  com- 
mittee last  year. 

We  have  continued  to  work  with  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion under  the  Major  Acquisition  Policies  and  Procedures  Manual. 
We  have  updated  our  systems.  We  have  worked  with  the  Depart- 
ment on  formalizing  the  TSARC  review  process.  There  has  been  a 
major  acquisition  policy  council,  with  the  Department  and  my 
Office  of  Acquisition,  on  recommended  procurement  policy  changes, 
and  our  standard  operating  procedures  have  been  streamlined. 

Let  me  say  that  we  work  very,  very  closely  on  what  we  should 
buy.  And  let  me  give  you  an  example,  because  that  was  discussed 
by  Mr.  Mead  in  what  he  said. 

When  we  get  ready  to  make  a  procurement,  we  do  a  mission 
analysis.  That  is  to  say,  should  we  be  doing  this  mission,  are  we 
charged  with  it,  should  we  be  doing  it  at  all?  If  the  answer  is  yes. 
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then  we  do  a  mission-needs  statement,  which  is  to  say,  how  should 
we  do  that  mission?  Should  we  do  it  by  ships,  by  boats,  by  aircraft? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  that  what  the  $4  million  is  in  the  budget  that  re- 
ferred to  mission  analysis? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  sir,  that  was  for  some  of  the  specific  things  I 
talked  about.  This  is  part  of  the  ongoing  process  for  any  acquisi- 
tion. It  is  funded  within  the  AC&I  account  and  the  operating  base. 

Once  we  do  the  mission-needs  statement  to  see  what  mix  of  re- 
sources we  need  to  do  it,  then  we  do  an  operations  requirement 
document  to  say,  okay,  if  it  is  going  to  be  a  helicopter,  what  kind? 
Where  should  we  buy  it,  what  should  its  capabilities  be?  And  then 
once  that  is  done  and  only  after  that  is  done  do  we  go  forward. 

I  think  we  have  made  some  real  significant  progress.  I  mentioned 
the  buoy  tender  contract  for  the  oceangoing  buoy  tender.  It  was 
begun  before  we  put  in  these  new  measures,  but  certainly  these 
measures  have  made  it  a  success. 

We  reported  last  year  that  we  were  going  to  let  a  contract  for 
the  coastal  buoy  tender  in  the  third  quarter  of  this  fiscal  year.  We 
fully  intend  to  do  that. 

We  are  moving  forward  with  letting  the  contract  for  the  replace- 
ment icebreaker.  We  should  do  that  in  the  fourth  quarter  this  year. 
The  purchase  of  the  HH-60  helicopters  has  gone  extremely  well. 

We  have  been  working  with  the  Navy  on  the  coastal  patrol  boat 
replacement.  We  canceled  the  Heritage  patrol  boat  because  it  was 
no  longer  necessary.  At  the  time  the  decision  was  made  to  build 
and  buy  that  boat,  it  was  a  good  decision,  because  at  that  time  we 
had  12  Island-class  patrol  boats.  We  did  not  think  they  would  have 
a  long  life.  We  estimated  about  eight  to  10  years  as  opposed  to  the 
normal  20  years  that  our  vessels  have. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  Navy  was  not  involved  in  the  war  on 
drugs.  Our  378-foot  cutters  were  involved  in  a  major  renovation. 
Our  210-foot  cutters  were  beginning  a  mid-life  maintenance  avail- 
ability. We  did  not  have  all  the  270-foot  cutters. 

I  looked  at  it  after  we  then  had  49  Island-class  patrol  boats.  We 
had  all  the  270s.  The  378s  were  out  of  renovation.  DOD  was  in- 
volved in  a  major  way  in  the  drug  interdiction  effort.  I  no  longer 
needed  a  patrol  boat  that  was  going  to  cost  that  much  and  have  a 
crew  of  18  people. 

We  used  this  process  then  to  cancel  the  project,  cut  our  losses, 
and  then  go  looking  for  a  coastal  patrol  boat.  We  are  using  all  of 
these  things,  including  consultation  with  the  Navy  to  determine 
what  is  the  best  type  of  vessel  we  should  have,  and  then  go  and  get 
one  that  is  hopefully  off  the  shelf,  as  we  did  with  the  Island-class 
patrol  boat. 

Mr.  Wolf.  On  the  question  of  drugs 

Admiral  Kime.  Let  me  finish  this,  if  I  could. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Sure,  Admiral.  Let  me  just  cut  you  off  and  ask  you, 
though,  are  you  telling  me  you  agreed  with  ever3rthing  that  was  in 
the  GAO  study  or  are  you  telling  me  you  didn't  agree  with  it,  or 
you  are  complying  with  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  telling  you  I  am  complying  with  it  and  we 
have  made  significant  strides,  and  I  am  quantifying  those  things 
for  you. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  all  the  things  in  there  you  agree  with? 
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Admiral  Kime.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Why  don't  you  come  on  up  and  we  will  go  through 
that  so  we  don't  take  the  committee's  time. 
Admiral  Kime.  Okay.  That  is  fme. 

DRUG  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Wolf.  With  regard  to  your  reduction  on  drug  interdiction 
from  23  to  14  percent,  what  are  you  cutting  out? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  done  a  number  of  things.  One,  it  was 
mentioned  that  the  Department  of  Defense  was  named  the  lead 
agency  in  detection  and  monitoring  of  drugs.  The  Coast  Guard 
asked  and  the  Congress  did  turn  over  the  land-based  and  sea-based 
aerostats  to  DOD. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  aerostats  were  not  funded  through  this  commit- 
tee. Were  they  funded  through  DOD? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  will  have  to  get  back  for  the  record  of  exactly 
where  these  were  funded.  But  certainly  the  operating  expense  for 
the  aerostats  were  funded  through  this  committee,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  the  aerostats  were  funded  from  the  Defense  ap- 
propriations or  the  Treasury  appropriations? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  have  to  go  back  and  look  whether  it  was 
function  50,  function  400,  or 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  any  of  your  people  here  know? 

Admiral  Kime.  My  people  tell  me,  Mr.  Wolf,  that  the  sea-based 
aerostats  were  partially  funded  by  the  Coast  Guard  under  Coast 
Guard  AC&I  funding.  I  can  provide  the  details  of  this  funding  for 
the  record  for  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  the  FY  1985  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act,  $8.9  million  was  appropriated 
to  Coast  Guard  AC&I  for  sea-based  aerostats  (SBAs).  Additional  SBA  funding  ($27 
million)  was  appropriated  in  FY  1986  to  DOD's  Coastal  Defense  Augmentation  Ac- 
count. Finally,  $10  million  appropriated  in  FY  1987  for  Aircraft  Procurement,  Navy, 
was  reprogrammed  to  the  Coast  Guard  SBA  project  in  accordance  with  FY  1988 
Continuing  Resolution. 

Admiral  Kime.  In  addition  to  that,  there  were  the  E-2Cs  given  to 
the  Coast  Guard  to  operate;  we  had  two  and  Customs  had  two,  and 
then  we  had  all  four.  Those  were  turned  back  to  DOD  also. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  they  still  operated  by  DOD? 

Admiral  Kime.  DOD  is  still  operating  the  fleet  of  E-2Cs  and 
flying  them  in  support  of  drug  missions,  and  for  this  budget  we  are 
offering  to  turn  over  the  ^C-130^,  the  C-130  aircraft  with  the 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  that  a  new  approach?  The  last  several  years  the 
Coast  Guard  seemed  to  want  to  take  more  of  this.  Is  that  a  new 
approach,  a  new  idea? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  what  we  are  seeing  is  consistent  with  my 
policy  of  balance,  Mr.  Wolf,  something  I  tried  to  institute  when  I 
first  became  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard,  and  we  also  gave  up 
the  fast  coastal  interceptors  you  talked  about,  because  Customs  had 
them.  Because  I  saw  them  as  totally  non-cost-effective. 

So  we  have  tried  to  look  across  all  missions,  not  just  drug  inter- 
diction, as  to  what  we  ought  to  be  doing. 
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PERSONNEL  INVOLVED  IN  DRUG  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  percentage  of  your  personnel  are  now  involved 
in  drug  interdiction  versus  two  or  three  years  ago? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  have  a  breakdown  of  people  like  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  about  man-hours? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  could  go  back  and  try  to  get  that  information 
for  you.  We  have  probably  the  equivalent  of  about  2,500  FTE  in 
this.  But  let  me  provide  clarification  for  the  record  on  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

APPROXIMATE  COAST  GUARD  PERSONNEL  INVOLVED  IN  DRUG  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 


FY-92  (actual)  FY-93  (estimate) 


Military  Civilian  Military  Civilian 


Drug  full  time  equivalent  (FTE) 2,608  367  2,605  369 


NATIONAL  DRUG  CONTROL  POLICY  OFFICE 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  do  you  have  that  overlaps  other  agencies  in 
drug  interdiction?  Have  you  looked  at  Customs,  DEA? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  With  the  creation  of  the  Office  of  National 
Drug  Control  Policy,  there  has  been  a  mechanism  instituted  both 
in  Washington  and  in  the  field  to  ensure  that  there  is  no  overlap. 
The  Office  of  National  Drug  Control  Policy  looks  at  the  resources 
that  each  agency  is  providing  to  the  war  on  drugs.  And  that  infor- 
mation is  commented  on  and  letters  are  sent  back. 

They  are  kind  of  a  clearinghouse  for 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  criticism  of  them.  No  drug 
czar  has  been  appointed. 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  there  have  been  many  people  who  haven't 
been  appointed,  Mr.  Wolf  But  the  Office  of  National  Drug  Control 
Policy  still  exists. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Their  staff  is  down  to  about  40  people. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir.  But  at  the  time  they  had  a  very  large 
staff  and  they  had  been  appointed  by  President  Bush  and  were 
functioning  as  his  clearinghouse. 

Let  me  say  the  FTE  equivalent  is  about  2,950  people  in  drugs, 
not  the  2,500  I  estimated. 

Then  there  are  quarterly  meetings  between  the  law  enforcement 
agencies,  DOD,  and  Coast  Guard  looking  at  what  resources  can  be 
brought  to  bear  on  the  war  on  drugs. 

In  addition  to  that,  there  is  the  BIC,  the  Border  Interdiction 
Committee,  which  is  chaired  by  the  Commissioner  of  Customs  and 
co-chaired  by  myself  and  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  DOD, 
and  the  purpose  of  that  committee  is  to  look  at  any  potential  prob- 
lems or  overlap  that  we  see  in  the  war  on  drugs. 

One  example  of  what  was  looked  at  was  the  JTF-4  operation  in 
Key  West  run  by  the  Navy,  and  the  joint  Coast  Guard  and  Customs 
C-3I  East  operation  just  south  of  Miami.  How  that  impacted  on  the 
air  interdiction  problem,  and  what  it  turned  out  was  that  we  had 
some  problems  in  terminology  and  classification  of  targets,  but 
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really  there  was  not  an  overlap.  This  was  a  case  of  handing  off  tar- 
gets one  to  another,  much  as  relay  racers  pass  the  baton. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  are  saying  there  basically  is  no  overlap  between 
what  you  are  doing  and  Customs  and  DEA  and  DOD? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  right. 

MIGRANT  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  many  migrants  have  been  intercepted  off  the 
shores  of  Haiti,  over  the  last  three  or  four  years,  and  what  percent- 
age of  your  budget  has  been  used  for  the  Haitian  operation? 

Admiral  Kime.  Let  me  give  you  an  indication  of  the  budget  issue 
first.  I  think  I  mentioned  that  in  answer  to  another  question.  In 
1988,  we  were  expending  about  5.1  percent.  In  1994,  about  9.2  per- 
cent for  all  categories  of  law  enforcement  other  than  fisheries  and 
drug  interdiction. 

Then  let  me 

Mr.  Wolf.  Five  point  one  to  9.2,  that  is  overall.  But  what  about 
with  regard  to  Haitians? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  was  just  about  all  Haitians. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  10  percent  now  is  roughly 

Admiral  Kime.  There  are  other  forms  of  general  law  enforce- 
ment. Most  of  that  is  alien  migrant  interdiction,  not  all. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  most  of  it  interdiction  of  the  Haitians? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  it  is. 

Let  me  talk  about,  in  the  first  six  months  after  the  coup  in  Sep- 
tember of  1991,  we  interdicted  37,000  migrants.  In  the  previous  10 
years,  we  had  interdicted  25,000. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Previous  how  many  years? 

Admiral  Kime.  Ten  years,  25,000. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  what  has  it  been  for  the  first  three  months  of 
this  year? 

Admiral  Kime.  Since  January  22nd,  there  have  been  no  interdic- 
tions off  of  Haiti.  There  have  been  two  minor  interdictions  in  the 
straits  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  was  it  from  November  until  this  time? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  will  have  to  provide  that  to  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  interdicted  2,883  Haitians  during  the  period  of  time  between 
01  November  1992,  and  01  May  1993. 

Admiral  Kime.  Once  the  Executive  Order  was  issued  in  May  of 
1992  by  President  Bush  that  provided  for  direct  repatriation  of  mi- 
grants, we  saw  a  tremendous  dropoff  of  migrants  that  were  coming 
out.  That  was  a  deterrent. 

That  deterrent  continued  up  until  the  inauguration,  and  at  that 
time  there  was  great  concern  that  based  on  statements  during  the 
campaign  by  President  Clinton,  we  would  see  a  massive  outflow. 
Based  on  statements  he  made  and  President  Aristide  made  on  the 
13th  of  January  and  the  announcement  I  made  on  15  January 
1993,  we  saw  a  continuation  of  a  lack  of  migrants  attempting  to 
come  out. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  would  just  give  me  the  percentage  of  hours  and 
people  and  budgets  that  are  going  toward  your  Haitian  operation. 
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what  percentage  of  your  personnel,  what  percentage  of  your 
budget. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir. 

Let  me  say  that  during  this  fiscal  year,  we  believe  that  the  over- 
all expenditure,  gross  expenditure,  is  about  $20  million.  The  net  ex- 
penditure, things  that  we  would  not  have  been  doing,  because  these 
vessels  and  people  are  funded,  is  about  $5  million. 

Now,  depending  on  the  pace  of  operation 

Mr.  Wolf.  Let  me  ask  you  this,  Admiral.  Has  that  had  an  impact 
at  all  with  regard  to  safety? 

Admiral  Kime.  Not  with  regard  to  safety,  no. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  has  that  taken  resources  away  from? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  has  taken  some  resources  away  from  the  war 
on  drugs  and  some  from  fisheries  enforcement. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  there  any  way  to  quantify  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  About  safety,  or 

Mr.  Wolf.  From  where  the  resources  were  taken? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  we  know  where  it  was  taken  away,  because 
the  operational  command  has  removed  cutters. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  can  you  show  the  results?  Can  you  show  that  the 
emphasis  on  Haitian  interdiction  made  a  difference  somewhere 
else? 

Admiral  Kime.  Certainly  we  cannot  continue  the  pace  of  oper- 
ations that  we  have.  The  difference  between  a  short-term  and  long- 
term  impact  is  tremendous.  We  can't  afford  to  draw  back  on  the 
fisheries  enforcement  we  are  doing  in  the  Northeast  and  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico.  We  have  cut  it  back  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  down  to  zero. 

The  pace  of  operations  for  our  vessels  cannot  continue  like  this. 
That  is  why  we  really  are  now  the  finger  in  the  dike  while  the 
President's  policy  on  getting  some  political  stability  and  economic 
stability  begins  to  work. 

You  asked  me  was  there  any  impact  on  safety.  I  probably  should 
have  said  that  the  impact  on  safety  of  Haitian  lives  not  lost  was 
tremendous.  I  firmly  believe  there  would  have  been  thousands  of 
people  lost  if  we  had  not  done  what  we  have  done,  not  just  now  but 
over  the  years,  and  certainly  since  January,  and  I  think  a  good  ex- 
ample is  the  Haitian  ferry  that  capsized  recently  and  the  amount 
of  lives  lost,  because  that  is  typical  of  the  condition  of  vessels  they 
operate. 

So  if  we  are  trying  to  set  priorities  on  the  basis  of  safety  of  life, 
the  Haitian  migrant  interdiction  operation  over  the  last  few 
months  is  the  top  priority  for  that  very  reason. 

child  development  centers 

Mr.  Wolf.  Moving  to  another  issue,  you  said  last  year  that  you 
were  opening  up  a  childcare  facility  at  the  Coast  Guard.  Is  it  open 
now,  and  how  many  children  does  it  have? 

Admiral  Kime.  The  childcare  facility  is  open.  This  is  not  a  Coast 
Guard  childcare  facility  as  such.  It  is  run  by  the  General  Services 
Administration.  But  we  are  the  prime  sponsor  of  that. 

I  believe  that  there  are  52  slots,  of  which  43  are  delegated  to  the 
Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  there  a  sliding  scale  for  cost  for  enrollment? 
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Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  and  I  instituted  that  in  all  Coast  Guard  child 
development  centers  in  the  last  year.  It  is  a  scale  based  on  the  total 
income  of  the  entire  family,  both  husband  and  wife. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  there  a  greater  need? 

Admiral  Kime.  Because  of  the  time  we  opened  it,  we  had  to  fill 
up  gradually,  but  there  is  a  need  for  this  child  development  center. 
The  one  at  the  Department  of  Transportation,  of  course,  is  totally 
full. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  are  using  four.  Who  uses  the  others? 

Admiral  Kime.  There  are  four  others  which  GSA  runs  and  in 
which  we  are  a  participant;  then,  we  have  seven  that  we  operate 
ourselves  right  now,  and  about  five  more  that  we  are  planning  for 
the  future. 

uscG  academy  climate  assessment 

Mr.  Wolf.  In  July  of  1992,  there  was  a  study  completed  by  the 
Princeton  Economic  Research  Company  on  the  culture  and  climate 
of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Academy.  The  report  indicated  widespread 
sexual  harassment  and  other  serious  values  problems  at  the  acade- 
my— fairness,  tradition  and  respect  for  learning  were  ranked 
lowest  by  the  cadets. 

Can  you  comment  on  the  study  and  tell  us  what  you  are  doing  to 
look  into  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  This  was  a  climate  assessment  study  that  the 
Coast  Guard  initiated,  Mr.  Wolf;  we  were  concerned  because  these 
are  the  formative  years  for  these  young  people.  One  of  the  things 
we  were  concerned  about  was  sexual  harassment  there,  and  we  did 
find  a  significant  number  that  indicated  that  they  had  been  sub- 
jected to  sexual  harassment.  But,  most  people  said  that  this  was  in- 
frequent and  was  not  of  the  serious  touching  nature — the  type  that 
we  certainly  are  more  concerned  about,  although  we  are  concerned 
about  everything. 

I  think  the  long-term  solution  requires  a  change  in  culture.  We 
reported  the  results  of  this  study  to  DACOWITS,  the  Defense  Advi- 
sory Committee  on  Women  in  the  Services,  over  a  year  ago,  and 
they  were  very  pleased  with  not  only  the  fact  that  we  did  the 
study,  but  the  steps  that  we  were  taking  as  a  result  of  that  study. 

We  have  our  EEO  Civil  Rights  Office  here  that  coordinates  all  of 
our  efforts.  At  the  Academy  we  have  a  Human  Relations  Council 
that  devises  and  implements  programs.  We  have  a  Cadet  Human 
Relations  Program  that  addresses  Cadet  Corps  issues,  and  we  have 
a  social  and  professional  issues  network  that  is  a  safety  net  at  the 
Academy. 

In  addition  to  that,  there  is  special  training  for  the  staff,  and  spe- 
cial training  for  the  cadets. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  good,  but  it  also  said  that  fairness  and  tradi- 
tion and  respect  for  learning  were  ranked  lowest.  What  are  you 
doing  with  regard  to  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  Let  me  finish  this  one,  Mr.  Wolf,  then  I  will  ad- 
dress that. 

Yesterday  the  Academy  again  briefed  the  results  of  what  they 
were  doing  to  the  Defense  Advisory  Committee  on  Women  in  the 
Services,  and  again,  they  were  impressed  with  the  strides  that  have 
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been  made  at  the  Coast  Guard  Academy.  We  are  addressing  those 
other  things,  too. 

I  am  concerned  more  about  one  issue  that  you  did  not  mention, 
and  that  is  the  concern  about  cadets  in  this  very  highly  competi- 
tive atmosphere  being  averse  to  risk  taking — the  thing  that  pro- 
motes ideas,  new  initiatives  and  things  of  that  nature.  All  of  these 
things  that  are  in  that  report  are  being  looked  at  by  the  infrastruc- 
ture we  talked  about 

Mr.  Wolf.  Will  you  follow  up  again  in  two  years  to  see  if  there  is 
improvement? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  did  an  update  this  past  year  and  we  have 
plans  to  do  a  follow-up,  yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Will  you  keep  me  informed  on  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  certainly  will. 

Mr.  Wolf.  In  a  newspaper  in  my  State  it  reported  that  a  female 
fire  fighter  won  a  bias  suit  against  the  Coast  Guard.  Are  you  famil- 
iar with  that  case? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  I  am.  I  think  that  was  a  case  extending  over 
three  or  four  years.  This  has  been  a  priority  of  mine,  Mr.  Wolf,  to 
make  sure  that  we  have  equal  treatment  of  all  our  people,  includ- 
ing women  and  minorities.  Diversity  is  very,  very  important  to  me. 

I  stated  on  many  occasions  that  I  believe  all  the  men  and  women 
in  the  Coast  Guard,  whether  they  are  military  or  civilian  employ- 
ees, ought  to  be  afforded  the  right  to  rise  as  far  in  the  organization 
as  their  capabilities  allow,  and  also  that  they  be  afforded  a  work- 
place that  is  free  of  any  forms  of  prejudice,  intimidation,  or  any- 
thing of  that  nature.  And  we  work  very,  very  hard  on  these  efforts. 
Any  case  that  we  find,  we  deal  with  very  carefully. 

COAST  GUARD  INVOLVEMENT  IN  FORMER  YUGOSLAVIA 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  Coast  Guard  doing  with  regard  to  the 
Yugoslav  situation? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  twofold.  Initially  we  sent  19  people  to  the 
Adriatic  to  provide  training  to  not  only  U.S.  forces  but  NATO 
forces  in  enforcing  the  embargo,  much  as  we  did  in  the  Persian 
Gulf.  That  was  four  teams. 

Once  the  training  was  completed,  it  was  determined  that  U.S. 
nationals  could  not  do  boardings  from  other  NATO  vessels,  just 
U.S.  vessels.  So  now  we  are  down  to  one  team  of  five  people.  They 
are  in  the  Persian  Gulf  boarding  from  U.S.  vessels. 

In  addition 

Mr.  Wolf.  In  the  Persian  Gulf? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  sorry,  in  the  Adriatic. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  Coast  Guard  does  boarding  and  the  Navy  does 
what? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  a  combined  effort.  Sometimes  they  are  mixed 
boarding  teams.  It  seems  to  me  the  Coast  Guard  does  the  boarding, 
sometimes  supported  by  Navy  teams. 

Mr.  Wolf.  To  date,  and  this  isn't  your  fault,  but  the  embargo  has 
been  a  failure  both  from  sea  and  from  land. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  can  provide  the  number  that  have  been  boarded 
for  the  record. 
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Let  me  say  we  also  have  a  member  on  the  flagship  advising  the 
NATO  Commander,  and  also  a  person  back  in  Naples. 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  of  May  4,  1993,  there  have  been  9,873  Operation  Maritime  Guard  intercepts 
(5,277  NATO/4,596  Western  European  Union  (WEU)),  641  boardings  (335  WEU/306 
NATO/42  Coast  Guard)  and  155  diverts  (79  NATO/76  WEU). 

Admiral  Kime.  In  addition  to  that,  for  the  reason  you  said,  Mr. 
Wolf,  there  is  a  need  to  tighten  up  the  embargo,  in  Bulgaria  and 
Romania.  The  State  Department  has  purchased  small  boats  for 
those  countries 

Mr.  Wolf.  But,  Admiral,  it  hasn't  worked.  I  have  been  in  Bosnia 
over  Labor  Day.  The  oil  is  coming  up  the  Danube,  it  is  coming 
across  by  trucks.  And,  to  date,  the  Bulgarians  and  the  Romanians 
have  really  not  been  that  cooperative.  I  know  we  have  purchased 
boats  for  them 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  training  teams  over  there  now,  training 
them  how  to  use  these  boats.  We  also  have  a  person  detailed  about 
three  days  a  week  to  the  State  Department  to  work  on  this. 

The  overall  responsibility  for  this  certainly  does  not  rest  with  the 
Coast  Guard,  Mr.  Wolf.  Our  responsibility  is  to  provide  the  re- 
sources and  the  capabilities  that  we  are  asked  to  provide,  and  that 
is  what  we  have  done. 

If  there  is  a  request  for  additional  Coast  Guard  people  for  this 
effort,  we  certainly  will  be  willing  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Can  you  give  us  a  report  on  what  is  being  done,  and 
from  a  professional  point  of  view,  what  more  could  the  United 
States  do? 

We  are  opening  an  operation  there  and  allowing  things  to  take 
place  there  that  are  absolutely  horrendous.  There  is  ethnic  cleans- 
ing and  women  being  raped.  And  here  we  are  opening  up  a  Holo- 
caust Museum,  which  is  very  moving,  and  I  think  we  should  have 
it,  but  at  the  same  time  innocent  men,  women  and  children  are 
being  killed  and  raped.  Meanwhile,  the  embargo  isn't  working. 

Clearly  there  is  a  lot  more  that  can  be  done.  I  think  the  West 
has  been  an  obligation  to  squeeze  and  squeeze  and  squeeze.  If  you 
could  take  a  look  and  see  from  a  professional  point  of  view  what 
could  be  done  on  the  sea  and  from  the  Danube  River,  I  would  ap- 
preciate it. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  would  be  very  pleased  to  respond  to  that.  Ob- 
viously you  have  stated  a  problem  that  extends  far  beyond  the  re- 
sponsibilities and  authorities  of  the  Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions  for  now,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  some  for  the  record. 

BOATING  WHILE  INTOXICATED 

This  Committee  has  heard  from  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  (NTSB)  that  boating  accidents  now  rank  behind  auto- 
mobile accidents  in  fatality  statistics,  with  alcohol  being  a  major 
cause  of  boating  accidents. 

What  jurisdiction  does  the  Coast  Guard  have  to  issue  "boating 
while  intoxicated"  citations? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Coast  Guard  authority  to  issue  "Boating  While  Intoxicated"  citations  is  provided 
in  Section  2302(c)  of  Title  46,  United  States  Code.  The  Coast  Guard  has  published  its 
chemical  and  behavioral  standards  for  determining  when  an  individual  operating  a 
vessel  is  intoxicated  in  Part  95  of  Title  33,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  The  individ- 
ual States  also  have  their  own  authority  to  enforce  State  "Boating  While  Intoxicat- 
ed" statutes  in  State  waters. 

There  is  jurisdictional  overlap  where  both  the  federal,  state  and  local  govern- 
ments have  jurisdiction.  However,  seaward  of  State  waters,  only  the  Federal  govern- 
ment has  jurisdiction.  Further,  there  are  non-navigable  waters  within  States,  called 
exclusive  State  waters,  in  which  only  the  relevant  State  has  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  are  these  citations  prosecuted? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  generally  processes  such  violations  under  the  civil  penalty  provi- 
sions of  46  U.S.C.  2302(c).  However,  Coast  Guard  District  Commanders  are  delegated 
authority  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the  individual  states  within  the  district 
boundaries  regarding  cooperation  in  recreational  vessel  boardings,  disposition  of 
property,  custody  and  chemical  testing  of  individuals,  and  initiation  of  a  civil  or 
criminal  penalty  case  by  the  Coast  Guard  or  the  State. 

In  serious  cases  where  the  relevant  State  is  unwilling  or  unable  to  prosecute,  the 
Coast  Guard  will  seek  a  U.S.  prosecution  in  a  Federal  district  court.  Normally,  due 
to  their  heavy  caseload,  U.S.  Attorneys  will  only  accept  for  prosecution  extremely 
egregious  cases  which  the  relevant  state  will  not  accept  for  prosecution. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  the  number  of  such  citations  increasing? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  does  not  have  historical  statistical  data  over  a  sufficient  period 
of  time  to  indicate  that  there  is  an  upward  trend  developing.  During  calendar  year 
1992,  Coast  Guard  boarding  officers  issued  about  230  citations  (out  of  over  18,000 
boardings)  to  recreational  boaters  for  operating  a  vessel  while  intoxicated. 

Mr.  Wolf.  A  recent  news  article  pinpointed  the  Great  Lakes  as 
one  of  the  biggest  problem  areas  in  the  nation.  What  are  other 
areas  where  the  Coast  Guard  is  issuing  an  increasing  number  of  ci- 
tations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Ninth  Coast  Guard  District  (the  Great  Lakes)  reported  90  boating  while  in- 
toxicated cases  in  almost  2,000  boardings  during  1992.  The  First  District  (northeast 
U.S.)  reported  45  cases  in  almost  3,000  boardings  and  the  Eleventh  District  (south- 
west U.S.)  reported  30  cases  in  over  3,600  boardings.  None  of  the  statistics  reflect 
the  substantial  involvement  of  individual  State's  BWI  law  enforcement  activities 
and  these  results. 

NATIONAL  DRIVER  REGISTER 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  have  heard  testimony  about  the  National  Driver 
Register  (NDR)  which  is  a  nationwide  central  repository  of  infor- 
mation on  individuals  whose  drivers'  licenses  have  been  revoked, 
suspended,  cancelled,  or  denied  because  of  alcohol-related  traffic 
violations.  Should  we  be  looking  at  the  possibility  of  also  including 
alcohol-related  infractions  by  boat  owners  in  this  national  data- 
base? Has  the  Coast  Guard  considered  this? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  not  specifically  considered  this  idea  before.  In  addition, 
there  is  no  comprehensive,  nationwide  database  of  Boating  While  Intoxicated  (BWI) 
incidents  which  collate  federal,  state  and  local  law  enforcement  activity  in  this  area. 
However,  a  number  of  selected  State  studies  have  argued  that  over  50%  of  boating 
fatalities  were  alcohol  related. 

The  National  Driver  Register  (NDR)  was  established  by  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  as  part  of  the  State  grants  program  author- 
ized under  23  U.S.C.  408.  This  nationwide  information  system  is  designed  for  and 
limited  to  "participating  State"  motor  vehicle  agencies.  The  implementing  regula- 
tions allow  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  and  Federal  Highway 
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Administration  (FHWA)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  a  participating  State  to 
access  the  NDR  information  for  accident  investigation  purposes.  The  NDR  receives 
an  estimated  2  million  updates  annually  regarding  additional  drivers  operating  a 
motor  vehicle  while  under  the  influence  of  alcohol. 

The  Coast  Guard  presently  administers  a  State  grants  program  for  issues  related 
to  recreational  boating  safety.  However,  the  Coast  Guard  does  not  oversee  or  collect 
information  from  States  on  their  State  law  enforcement  efforts,  including  operating 
a  vessel  while  intoxicated.  Given  the  previously  cited  relation  between  alcohol  and 
boating  fatalities,  the  inclusion  of  State  BWI  information  in  the  NDR  could  be  bene- 
ficial. However,  to  provide  meaningful  and  effective  feedback,  a  majority  of  the 
states  would  have  to  participate  and  uniformly  record  the  data  in  a  consistent 
manner. 

WORK-LIFE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Wolf.  Your  budget  request  includes  $3.1  million  in  fiscal 
year  1994  to  continue  implementing  the  recommendations  in  your 
work-life  study. 

How  much  has  already  been  spent  on  this  program  and  what 
major  initiatives  have  already  been  implemented? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Work-Life  Study  made  180  recommendations  cutting  across  six  service  areas. 
The  thrust  of  these  recommendations  is  supported  independently  by  the  GAO  report 
"The  Changing  Workforce"  which  looked  at  federal  and  non-federal  Work/Family 
programs.  Work-Life  is  also  consistent  with  the  Family  Leave  Bill. 

Our  resource  investment  is  detailed  below  and  includes  approximately  $8.1  mil- 
lion (recurring  and  nonrecurring  funding)  and  131  personnel.  This  level  of  support  is 
consistent  with,  yet  still  below  that  level  provided  by  DOD  and  many  private  corpo- 
rations. Personnel  resources  are  primarily  positioned  in  Work-Life  staffs  to  aid  the 
delivery  of  services  and  information  to  Coast  Guard  employees  and  their  families. 
This  investment  in  our  people  is  expected  to  reap  recurring  long  term  benefits  in 
improved  productivity,  and  reduced  recruiting  and  training  costs. 

Highlights  of  initiatives  and  a  summary  of  costs  are  attached. 
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WORK-LIFE  SUMMARY 
Initiatives  6  Costs  thru  FY  1993 


Service  Area 

Health  Care  and 
Wellness 


Individual  &  Family 
Support . . . 
Intervention 


Relocation. 


Dependent 
Support . 


Advancement , 
Education,  & 
Training. . . 


Special 
Services . 


Initiative  Highlights 

♦  Created  C6-wlde  Wellness 
Program 

♦  Increased  member  and 
family  understanding  and 
awareness  of  health  care 
services 

♦  Expand  Employee  Assistance 
Program  to  include  all 
military,  civilians  and 
their  dependents. 

♦  Enhance  Family  Programs 
Administrator  role  to 
include  mental  health 
/life  skills  counselling 

♦  Created  a  relocation 
program. 

♦  Match  relocation 
entitlements  and 
assistance  to  identified 
need. 

♦  Move  2  POVs  on  PCS  move 

♦  Increase  TLA  for  up  to  10 
days 

♦  Improve  child  care 
programs 

♦  Improve  volunteer 
Ombudsman  program 

♦  Increase  child  care  and 
elder  care  options 

♦  Increase  training 
opportunities  for  junior 
personnel . 

♦  Increase  educational 
opportunities  for  senior 
civilians. 

♦  Reduce  discriminators 
between  military  & 
civilian  employees. 

♦  Offer  equal  access  to 
civilian  employees  for 
morale  and  recreation 
programs  to  the  extent  of 
the  law. 


Pers. 


28 


O&M  SS 

(000) 
$495 


25   $1,507 


35   $3,032 


23 


$761 


20   $2,329 


$000 


Total 


131   $8,124 
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Mr.  Wolf.  What  initiatives  from  the  study  will  be  implemented 
in  fiscal  year  1994? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  180  recommendations  of  the  Work-Life  Study  are  divided  into  six  service 
areas.  Within  these  areas,  the  FY94  budget  request  includes  resources  to  implement 
the  following  initiatives: 

1.  Relocation. — Improve  the  relocation  assistance  program  for  permanent  change 
of  station  moves. 

2.  Dependent  Support. — Conduct  dependent  care  needs  assessments  and  add  lead 
teachers  at  Coast  Guard  operated  Child  Development  Centers  (CDCs). 

3.  Individual  and  Family  Support  and  Intervention. — Improve  access  to  basic  legal 
assistance. 

4.  Health  Care  and  Wellness. — Develop  a  pharmacy  mail  system  and  increase 
Coast  Guard  representation  at  DOD  medical  facilities. 

5.  Advancement,  Education  and  Training. — Improve  training  opportunities  for  ci- 
vilian employees. 

6.  Special  Services. — Improvements  in  this  area  are  being  made  without  the  ex- 
penditure of  appropriated  funds. 

RDT&E  PROGRAM  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  we  had  some  discussion  earlier  with  the 
GAO  about  your  research,  development,  test  and  evaluation 
budget.  Mr.  Price  also  asked  you  some  questions. 

Preliminary  findings  from  the  GAO  indicate  that  you  have  been 
using  operating  funds  to  supplement  your  RDT&E  budget.  If  accu- 
rate, this  practice  is  certainly  improper  and  could  well  be  illegal. 
Could  you  give  us  any  assurance  that  this  isn't  happening? 

Admiral  Kime.  As  I  indicated  before,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  just 
completed  an  update  of  our  internal  appropriation  guidelines.  We 
reviewed  the  appropriation  criteria  in  the  last  year  to  clarify  the 
language  which  describes  the  purpose  and  use  of  each  appropria- 
tion vis-a-vis  research,  development,  test  and  evaluation.  I  have 
provided  benchmarks  to  help  determine  proper  use  of  appropria- 
tions. 

We  agree  this  is  an  area  that  needed  to  be  looked  at.  We  have 
looked  at  it  and  we  are  going  to  continue  to  look  at  it.  We  agree 
there  should  not  be  a  mixing  of  OE,  AC&I  and  research  and  devel- 
opment funds. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  would  you  rate  the  management  of  your  R&D 
program  on  a  scale  of  1  to  10,  10  being  the  best? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  say  between  a  6  and  a  7  right  now. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  certainly  borne  out  also  by  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral, as  you  know,  issued  on  January  21,  1993,  a  report  of  an  audit 
of  management's  research  and  development  projects.  They  cited 
that  there  wasn't  adequate  management,  and  that  there  may  have 
been  violations  of  Coast  Guard  intent  or  congressional  intent  with 
respect  to  fund  transfers  and  reprogramming  notifications. 

Finally,  internal  deficiencies  which  remained  uncorrected  for 
more  than  four  years  have  developed  into  material  internal  control 
weaknesses,  et  cetera,  et  cetera. 

One  of  the  things  that  occurs  to  me  is  that  the  legal  authority  for 
Coast  Guard  R&D  seems  to  me  to  be  fuzzy.  I  mean,  that  is  not  your 
fault.  The  Congress  writes  the  laws. 

But  I  am  looking  through  your  manual,  entitled  Coast  Guard 
Legal  Authorities,  and  on  page  11-1,  it  seeks  to  give  some  structure 
to  an  R&D  authority  for  the  Coast  Guard.  I  read  every  one  of  those 
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statutes  that  is  cited  in  here  while  the  other  Members  have  been 
asking  their  questions.  I  am  a  lawyer,  I  am  almost  over  it,  it  is  not 
terminal,  but  I  remember  a  few  things  from  law  school,  and  read- 
ing through  these  sections,  I  don't  see  very  much  that  gives  you  a 
strong  basis  for  R&D  at  all  in  what,  with  one  exception,  and  that  is 
where  you  are  directed  to  do,  it  says  "shall,"  oceanographic  re- 
search. 

The  other  day  you  and  I  were  discussing  what  was  going  on,  and 
you  did  have  one  oceanographic  ship,  and  you  have  now  surplused 
that,  apparently,  off  to  somebody  else.  So  in  a  meaningful  sense, 
you  don't  have  an  oceanographic  research  program. 

And  I  would  just  wonder  out  loud  and  ask  your  to  comment,  that 
maybe  in  a  subsequent  reauthorization,  the  authorization  commit- 
tee perhaps,  with  your  guidance,  should  look  at  this  whole  problem 
and  find  out  exactly  what  the  R&D  mission  of  the  Coast  Guard 
ought  to  be. 

It  seems  to  me  it  is  kind  of  patched  together,  which  certainly 
doesn't  give  your  management  much  guidance  to  begin  with,  and 
maybe  they  end  up  having  to  be  forgiven  for  not  having  made  crys- 
tal clear  something  that  was  handed  to  them  that  was  terribly 
fuzzy  to  begin  with. 

Could  you  comment? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  can't  comment  on  the  legal  aspects  of  what  you 
said,  except  to  say  that  we  have  been  charged  in  the  past  with  ad- 
ditional R&D-OPA.  1990  is  a  good  example  where  the  Coast  Guard 
is  given  new  R&D  responsibility.  Also,  I  note  the  fact  that  the  R&D 
budget  has  certainly  gone  through  the  annual  authorization  proc- 
ess, including  detailed  oversight  from  the  authorization  commit- 
tees, in  the  past. 

Let  me  say  that  we  would  welcome  any  clarification  and  would 
like  to  work  with  you  on  that.  Let  me  also  say  that  we  have  devel- 
oped, on  our  own,  clear  appropriation  criteria.  We  have  better  doc- 
umentation of  the  management  process.  As  we  answered  to  Mr. 
Price,  we  have  created  a  project  development  board  to  screen  and 
provide  oversight  of  the  R&D  projects  we  do. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  just  think  maybe  you  could  get  your  counsel 
to  help  us  out  a  bit  here.  I  mean,  we  have  enough  to  do.  We  are  not 
the  authorizing  committee.  They  are  the  experts  on  this. 

It  seems  to  me  that  somewhere  through  the  management  struc- 
tures of  Coast  Guard,  there  has  been  an  assumption  that  you  have 
an  R&D  role  here,  and  I  think  you  do,  but  you  are  not  really  given 
a  great  deal  of  guidance  by  the  Congress  here.  You  have  one  sec- 
tion here  that  says  you  are — authorize  the  Coast  Guard  to — 14 
U.S.C.  93,  Section  E,  I  believe  it  is  the  one  that  refers  to,  and  it 
says,  "I,  the  Commandant,  may  conduct  investigations  or  studies 
that  may  be  of  assistance  to  the  Coast  Guard  in  the  performance  of 
any  of  its  duties." 

I  mean,  if  I  were  you  and  I  looked  at  that,  it  would  either  not  tell 
me  anything  or  would  tell  me  that  I  could  do  anything  I  wanted. 
There  isn't  a  lot  of  definition  in  that. 

In  section  D  it  says,  "To  conduct  experiments,  investigate  or 
cause  to  be  investigated  plans,  devices,  and  inventions  relating  to 
the  performance  of  the  Coast  Guard  function." 
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I  would  think  and  hope  that  if  you  are  going  to  make  some  rec- 
ommendations to  the  authorizing  committee,  suggest  that  if  you 
think  you  need  an  R&D  function,  that  you  really  start  with  the  au- 
thorizing language  and  see,  you  know — and  help  them  help  us.  Be- 
cause our  appropriations,  incidentally,  say,  for  necessary  expenses, 
et  cetera,  for  applied  scientific  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  also  as  authorized  by  law.  And  I  am  not  finding  a  lot 
here  authorized  by  law. 

You  are  directed  in  section  94,  I  think  it  is,  to — it  says,  "The 
Coast  Guard  shall  conduct  such  oceanographic  research,  use  such 
equipment,  instruments,  et  cetera,  to  collect,  analyze,  as  may  be  in 
the  national  interest." 

Do  you  have  a  defined  oceanographic  research  and  develop- 
ment  

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

Admiral  Kime.  Not  an  extensive  research  and  development  pro- 
gram in  oceanography,  Mr.  Carr. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  is  not  meant  to  put  you  on  the  spot. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  understand  that,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  law  was  written  in  the  1960s.  I  think  it  has  been 
superseded  now  by  a  whole  host  of  other  things. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  did,  with  our  378-foot  cutters,  have  oceano- 
graphic programs,  and  also  with  the  Evergreen,  the  one  you  men- 
tioned we  have  excessed.  We  have  tried  to  use  applied  research  and 
concentrate  on  that.  We  have  done  such  things  as  development  of 
the  oil  fingerprinting  method  that  enables  us  to  track  down  who 
spilled  oil  where — something  that  was  not  capable  of  being  done 
anywhere  in  the  world — and  it  is  recognized  in  courts  now  as  a 
means  of  tracking  down  polluters  and  therefore  preventing  them 
from  polluting  again.  Also,  things  such  as  light  weight  buoys,  many 
things  which  we  think  have  a  cost  benefit. 

So  we  think  there  is  a  real  need  for  Coast  Guard  research  and 
development.  I  don't  rate  our  R&D  program  as  a  10,  and  I  don't 
argue  that  things  need  to  be  done.  Things  are  being  done. 

I  need  to  give  Mr.  Price  a  better  answer  to  his  question  because  I 
don't  think  we  are  communicating,  and  we  will,  before  the  markup 
of  this  committee,  give  him  a  better  answer  to  that. 

Certainly  we  need  to  do  some  things,  but  I  still  think  it  is  a  very 
viable  program,  one  that  is  very  necessary,  and  we  have  gotten 
some  very  good  benefits  from  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  say  that  this  multi-mission  category,  for  exam- 
ple, is  almost  half  of  what  you  have  listed  for  RDT&E,  and  yes,  ac- 
tually a  little  more  than  that,  if  you  put  mission  capabilities  assess- 
ment together  with  that.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  lot  of  that  really 
should  be  and  could  be  financed  in  your  O&M  budget.  It  seems  to 
me  that  an  agency  that — a  hypothetical  agency  out  there  that 
doesn't  have  an  RDT&E  effort  would  still  nonetheless  be  able  to 
spend  money  in  pursuit  of  management  objectives,  which  those 
seem  to  be. 

I  mean,  these  are  not  unfriendly  questions.  I  am  just  saying  you 
don't  bear  the  entire  blame.  The  Congress  hasn't  defined  your  role 
in  RDT&E  very  well. 
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Maybe  we  ought  to  be  directing  our  attention  to  the  authorizing 
committee  and  asking  them  for  their  best  advice  and  guidance  on 
this  subject,  because  until  we  get  it,  we  don't  have  a  lot  of  author- 
ity here  to  give  you  any  money. 

GROTON,  CONNECTICUT,  R&D  CENTER 

How  much  money  is  required  to  operate  your  center  in  Groton, 
Connecticut. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  have  to  provide  the  exact  number  for  the 
record. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  made  a  concerted  effort  to  only  use  people 
there,  for  the  most  part,  to  provide  technical  expertise  on  the 
projects.  The  projects  we  have  are  done  on  contract. 

In  addition,  they  do  some  of  the  independent  operational  testing 
and  evaluation,  such  as  that  being  done  for  the  47-foot  motor  life- 
boat and  what  will  be  done  for  other  systems  we  are  procuring,  to 
ensure  what  we  are  doing  under  the  testing  is  really  what  needs  to 
be  done. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fiscal  Year  1994  estimated  annual  operating  costs  for  the  Coast  Guard  Research 
and  Development  Center  at  Groton,  CT,  are  as  follows: 

Building  lease $500,000 

Computer  systems,  maintenance  and  support 250,000 

Technical  libraries  and  communications 150,000 

Graphics  support 80,000 

Travel  and  training 130,000 

Support  services 170,000 

Personnel 6,730,749 


Total 8,010,749 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Carr,  our  R&D  budget  is  less  than  1  percent 
of  our  total  expenditures,  and  in  the  past  I  have  been  criticized  by 
this  committee  because  my  R&D  budget  is  so  small  compared  with 
DOD,  and  have  been  asked  to  justify  that.  We  feel  that  because  we 
already  do  a  great  deal  of  these  kinds  of  things  under  our  operat- 
ing budget,  and  DOD  is  involved  in  more  developmental  type 
things — not  just  development  or  application  research,  but  pure  re- 
search— that  we  are  just  about  right  in  what  we  are  doing.  Certain- 
ly more  management  is  necessary. 

I  will  go  ahead  and  take  a  look  as  you  suggested  at  the  legal 
issues  that  you  have  raised  here. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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We  believe  sufficient  legal  authority  exists  for  the  Coast  Guard 
to  conduct  its  present  program  of  RDT&E  activities;  however,  we 
are  willing  to  work  with  our  Authorization  Committee  to  provide 
greater  specificity  if  Congress  so  desires. 

We  believe  sufficient  legal  authority  exists  based  on  existing 
permanent  law  contained  in  14  USC  and  based  on  Coast  Guard 
Authorization  and  DOT  Appropriations  Acts  passed  annually  since 
1969.   General  supporting  legal  authority  for  conducting  RDT&E 
program  activities  include: 

SUMMARY  OF  RDT&E  PROGRAM  LEGISLATIVE  AUTHORITIES 

GENERAL  AUTHORITY  IS  CONTAINED  IN  TITLE  14,  USC,  SECTION 
93,  FOR  THE  COMMANDANT  TO  "CONDUCT  EXPERIMENTS, 
INVESTIGATE  OR  CAUSE  TO  BE  INVESTIGATED,  PLANS,  DEVICES, 
AND  INVENTIONS  RELATING  TO  THE  PERFORMANCE  OF  ANY  COAST 
GUARD  FUNCTION"  (§  93(d)),  AND  TO  "CONDUCT  ANY 
INVESTIGATIONS  OR  STUDIES  THAT  MAY  BE  OF  ASSISTANCE  TO 
THE  COAST  GUARD  IN  THE  PERFORMANCE  OF  ANY  OF  ITS  POWERS, 
DUTIES,  OR  FUNCTIONS."  (§  93(e)) 

SECTION  2  OF  TITLE  14,  USC,  DIRECTS  THE  COAST  GUARD  TO 

"DEVELOP 

.  .  .  AIDS  TO  MARITIME  NAVIGATION,  ICEBREAKING 

FACILITIES,  AND  RESCUE  FACILITIES  ..."  AND  TO  "DEVELOP 

.  .  .  ICEBREAKING  FACILITIES  ..."  AND  "ENGAGE  IN 

OCEANOGRAPHIC  RESEARCH  .  .  .  . " 

SECTION  94  OF  TITLE  14,  USC,  DIRECTS  THE  COAST  GUARD  TO 
"CONDUCT  SUCH  OCEANOGRAPHIC  RESEARCH  ...  AS  MAY  BE  IN 
THE  NATIONAL  INTEREST." 

ANNUAL  COAST  GUARD  AUTHORIZATION  ACTS  AND  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  ACTS  CONTAIN  PROVISIONS 
FOR  THE  AUTHORIZATION  OF  A  "RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT.  TEST. 
AND  EVALUATION"  PROGRAM  (FOR  1993  AUTHORIZATION  SEE  PUB. 
L.  102-587,  NOV.  4,  1992,  §  5002(3),  106  STAT.  AT  5069) 
AND  APPROPRIATIONS  "FOR  NECESSARY  EXPENSES,  NOT 
OTHERWISE  PROVIDED  FOR,  FOR  APPLIED  SCIENTIFIC  RESEARCH. 
DEVELOPMENT.  TEST.  AND  EVALUATION;  MAINTENANCE. 
REHABILITATION.  LEASE  AND  OPERATION  OF  FACILITIES  AND 
EQUIPMENT.  AS  AUTHORIZED  BY  LAW,  .  .  ,  ,  TO  REMAIN 
AVAILABLE  UNTIL  EXPENDED  .  .  .  ."  (FOR  FY93  CG 
APPROPRIATION  SEE  PUB.  L.  102-388,  OCT.  6,  1992,  106 
STAT.  AT  1524). 

SPECIFIC  AUTHORITY  RECENTLY  HAS  BEEN  INCLUDED  IN  TITLE 
VII  (OIL  POLLUTION  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM)  OF 
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THE  OIL  POLLUTION  ACT  OF  1990  (OPA90).   IT  INCLUDES  THE 
COAST  GUARD  AS  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  INTERAGENCY  COMMITTEE  TO 
"COORDINATE  A  COMPREHENSIVE  PROGRAM  OF  OIL  POLLUTION 
RESEARCH,  TECHNOLOGY  DEVELOPMENT,  AND  DEMONSTRATION 
AMONG  THE  FEDERAL  AGENCIES,  IN  COOPERATION  AND 
COORDINATION  WITH  INDUSTRY,  UNIVERSITIES,  RESEARCH 
INSTITUTIONS,  STATE  GOVERNMENTS,  AND  OTHER  NATIONS,  AS 
APPROPRIATE"  AND  TO  "FOSTER  COST-EFFECTIVE  RESEARCH 
MECHANISMS,  INCLUDING  THE  JOINT  FUNDING  OF  RESEARCH." 
(SEE  SECTION  7001  OF  OPA90 ) . 

A  memorandum  for  the  General  Counsel  dated  4  June  1969  reviewed 
legislation  authorizing  research,  study  and  information  gathering 
activities.   That  memorandum  concluded,  inter  alia,    that  "... 
the  Coast  Guard  has  extensive  authority  to  conduct  or  sponsor 
research,  development,  test  and  evaluation  work"  particularly  "in 
the  areas  relating  to  our  'powers,  duties  or  functions'"  (citing 
14  U.S.C.  §§  2,  92(i),  93(d)  and  (e),  and  94  as  examples),  but 
that  " .  .  .it  would  be  desirable  to  have  authority  now  to 
construct  research  and  development  facilities  with  research  and 
development  appropriated  funds  and  a  departmental  legislative 
amendment  in  this  area  is  desired." 

On  8  August  1968  Congress  enacted  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Appropriation  Act,  1969  (Pub.  L.  90-^^4),  which 
included  an  RDT&E  appropriation  of  $4  million  "for  udsic  and 
applied  scientific  research,  development,  test  and  evaluation; 
services  as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109;  maintenance, 
rehabilitation,  lease,  and  operation  of  facilities  and  equipment, 
.  .  .  to  remain  available  until  expended."   The  House  and  Senate 
reports  accompanying  that  legislation  indicate  that  an 
appropriation  of  $1.5  million  for  RDT&E  had  been  included 
previously  (in  1968)  under  the  "operating  expenses" 
appropriation.   Whether  a  direct  result  of  the  4  June  1969  Coast 
Guard  memorandum  or  not,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  new 
appropriation  account  provided  for  "maintenance,  rehabilitation, 
lease,  and  operation  of  facilities  and  equipment,"  in  apparent 
response  to  the  Coast  Guard's  perceived  deficiency  of  authority 
in  that  general  area.   That  general  language,  except  for  the 
deletion  of  the  reference  to  "basic  scientific  research"  has 
accompanied  each  appropriation  since  1969. 

The  CG  Authorization  Act  of  1992  (Pub.  L.  102-587,  Nov.  4,  1992) 
and  the  DOT  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act,  1993 
(Pub.  L.  102-388,  Oct.  6,  1992),  as  well  as  previous  annual 
authorization  and  appropriations  acts,  offer  specific 
Congressional  guidance  regarding  the  Coast  Guard's  programmatic 
activities  in  the  areas  of  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation.   The  Authorization  Act  provides  a  general 
authorization  "for  research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation 
.  .  .  to  remain  available  until  expended  .  .  .  ."   The 
Appropriations  Act  and  its  accompanying  reports  are  even  more 
specific  regarding  the  types  of  activities  in  which  the  Congress 
envisions  the  Coast  Guard  will  engage  under  the  broad  title  of 


807 


the  RDT&E  appropriations  account.   Included  are  "applied 
scientific  research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation; 
maintenance,  rehabilitation,  lease  and  operation  of  facilities 
and  equipment,  as  authorized  by  law,  ...  to  remain  available 
lantil  expended,  .  .  .  Provided,    That  there  may  be  credited  to 
this  appropriation  funds  received  from  State  and  local 
governments,  other  public  authorities,  private  sources,  and 
foreign  countries,  for  expenses  incurred  for  research, 
development,  testing,  and  evaluation." 

The  reports  that  accompany  the  DOT  Appropriations  Act  are  even 
more  specific  regarding  the  types  of  RDT&E  activities  for  which 
the  Congress  expects  the  Coast  Guard  to  expend  appropriated 
funds.   The  Conference  Report  (H.R.  Rpt.  No.  102-924)  addresses 
six  general  areas  of  Congressional  interest  with  specific  line 
item  projects:  aids  to  navigation  (4  items),  marine  environmental 
protection  (4  items),  enforcement  of  laws  and  treaties  (1  item), 
mission  capabilities  assessment  (3  items),  multi-mission 
activities  (6  items),  and  test  of  double  hull  oil  tanker 
alternatives . 

The  report  that  accompanies  the  House-passed  version  of  the 
Appropriations  Act  (H.R,  Rpt.  No.  102-639)  also  provides 
guidance.   That  report  includes  general  provision  for  "applied 
scientific  research,  development,  test  and  evaluation  projects 
necessary  to  maintain  and  expand  the  technology  required  for  the 
Coast  Guard's  operational  and  regulatory  missions"  and  provides 
specific  budget  and  staffing  data  for  the  RDT&E  appropriation 
together  with  specific  recommendations  for  changes  to  the 
President's  budget  request  for  the  RDT&E  appropriation  in  the 
same  general  areas  as  listed  above  in  the  Conference  Report.   The 
report  also  includes  detailed  Appropriations  Committee  guidance 
addressing  the  rationale  for  reductions,  and  provides  direction 
regarding  the  expenditure  of  RDT&E  appropriations  for  a  South 
Florida  oil  spill  research  center,  the  V-22  tiltrotor  aircraft,  a 
microwave  radiometer  evaluation,  and  a  test  of  alternatives  to 
double  hull  oil  tankers. 

The  report  that  accompanies  the  Senate-passed  version  of  the 
Appropriations  Act  (Sen.  Rpt.  No.  102-351)  is  perhaps  the  most 
definitive.   That  report  provides  that  "the  Coast  Guard's 
Research  and  Development  Program  seeks  to  improve  the  tools  and 
techniques  with  which  Coast  Guard  carries  out  its  varied 
operational  missions  and  to  increase  the  knowledge  base  upon 
which  it  depends  to  fulfill  its  regulatory  responsibilities."   It 
also  includes  a  recommendation  for  funding  distribution  with 
detailed  budget  and  staffing  data.   Detailed  guidance  addresses 
aids  to  navigation  (human  factors  analysis  engineering,  defer 
defects  on  VTS  on  CG  information  systems,  waterways  management 
for  navigation  assessment ) ,  marine  safety  ( interagency  Ship 
Structure  Committee  (SSC)),  marine  environmental  protection 
(pollution  response),  enforcement  of  laws  and  treaties 
(intelligence  technology),  mission  capabilities  assessment  (WLB 
acquisition  support,  aircraft  corrosion  studies),  multimission 


808 


(advanced  communications  technology  assessment,  model  development 
for  CG  operational  programs,  operations  management  information 
system  (OMIS)),  and  use  of  accounts.   In  regard  to  the  latter, 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  requested  a  report,  to  be 
submitted  as  part  of  the  FY94  budget  request,  articulating  the 
definitions  utilized  by  the  Coast  Guard  in  determining  the 
funding  source  for  individual  budget  initiatives.   It  appeared  to 
the  Committee  that  funding  was  being  requested  for  similar 
initiatives  in  different  accounts,  especially  AC&I  and  RDT&E. 

Thus,  for  at  least  the  past  25  budget  years.  Congress  has  defined 
the  breadth  and  depth  of  the  Coast  Guard's  RDT&E  program. 
General  legislative  authority  has  been  provided  in  the  annual 
authorization  and  appropriations  acts  (as  compared  to  permanent 
statutory  authority  codified  in  Title  14,  U.S.C.),  with  more 
specific  direction  embodied  in  the  various  reports  to  accompany 
that  legislation. 
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RDT&E  EARMARKS 


Mr.  Carr.  Well,  you  are  talking  to  a  Member  of  Congress  who  is 
very  pro-R&D.  I  just  want  to  know  where  your  authority  is  to  do  it 
and  what  it  is  you  are  doing.  I  just  think  we  need  to  get  some  defi- 
nition here. 

Another  area  that  has  come  to  my  attention  in  at  least  one  in- 
stance, is  the  Coast  Guard  has  been  directed  to  spend  some  money 
in  R&D  by  the  Congress,  earmarkings,  if  you  will.  How  much  of 
your  R&D  budget,  your  so-called  R&D  budget  is  devoted  toward 
those  congressional  earmarkings?  Do  you  have  any  idea? 

Admiral  Kime.  Around  $800,000,  I  think,  for  fiscal  year  1993,  Mr. 
Carr.  I  provided  the  staff  with  some  information  on  earmarkings, 
and  that  is  the  most  accurate  information  we  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  might  say,  just  speaking  for  myself  and  not  for  the 
committee,  that  I  have  been  a  Member  of  this  Committee  for  10 
years,  and  I  thought  I  was  being  diligent  in  the  process  of  this  com- 
mittee. It  came  as  a  complete  surprise  to  me  when  earlier  this  year 
I  learned  there  were  earmarks.  And,  of  course,  this  is  a  major  issue 
that  has  been  taken  up  against  the  Appropriations  Committee  by 
other  committees  in  Congress,  and  your  help  in  identifying  this 
particular  phenomenon  as  it  exists  in  our  own  bill  would  be  very, 
very  helpful. 

While  we  are  waiting  for  that  list,  I  just  want  to  get  some 

Admiral  Kime.  I  might  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  believe  that  is 
all  R&D.  We  have  some  earmarks  in  R&D. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  the  oil  spill  simulators  come  under  R&D? 

Admiral  Kime.  No. 

v-22  aircraft 

Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  ask  you  about  one  that  is  on  this  list  that  I 
have  a  generic  interest  in.  I  am  not  sure  it  is  a  matter  for  the 
Coast  Guard.  It  is  the  V-22  aircraft.  The  conference  report  speci- 
fied $250,000,  to  be  used  to  conduct  a  study  on  the  potential  offered 
by  the  V-22  for  Coast  Guard  missions. 

I  will  state  here  and  now  I  am  a  supporter  of  the  V-22.  I  think 
we  ought  to  develop  this  capability.  I  can  see  down  the  line  that 
the  Coast  Guard  might  be  a  customer  for  the  V-22. 

Can  you  tell  us  at  all  what  that  $250,000  was  to  be  used  for? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  was  directed,  I  believe,  by  this  committee, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  indicated  in  testimony  two  previous  years 
that  certainly  if  DOD  did  develop  the  tilt-rotor  design  and  it  were 
in  production,  we  would  like  to  see  what  applications  it  had  to  the 
Coast  Guard.  This  money  was  appropriated  by  the  Congress  so  we 
could  take  a  closer  look. 

We  let  a  contract  to  do  this  and  we  expect  to  submit  that  to  you 
later  this  calendar  year.  We  are  looking  in  the  areas  of  law  en- 
forcement, search  and  rescue  and  environmental  response.  I  think 
those  are  the  three  key  areas  that  come  to  mind. 

We  have  an  advisory  group  that  oversees  this  project,  represent- 
ing those  programs  that  I  mentioned,  and  also  including  our  avia- 
tion operations  people  and  our  aviation  engineering  people. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  DOT  made  a  decision  on  the  procurement  of  the 
V-22? 
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Admiral  Kime.  DOD?  None  that  I  am  aware  of.  It  is  still  being 
funded  and  work  is  still  going  on.  I  don't  know  how  much  monev  is 
in  the  DOD  budget,  either  for  1993  or  1994  for  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Wouldn't  it  appear  to  be  a  little  premature  to  find  out 
how  the  Coast  Guard  might  use  an  aircraft  which  we  don't  know  is 
going  to  be  part  of  the  inventory? 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  was  a  committee  initiative, 
not  a  Coast  Guard  one,  and  we  are  just  following  what  the  commit- 
tee directed.  We  did  not  put  forward  a  need  to  do  that.  We  felt  we 
were  looking  into  this. 

We  had  been  kept  abreast  as  to  what  was  happening  with  the 
development  of  the  aircraft.  I  had  been  down  to  Fort  Worth  to  look 
at  what  was  being  done  down  there.  We  have  had  people  fly  the 
prototype.  Certainly  we  are  going  to  continue  to  watch  this. 

I  would  have  to  agree  perhaps  it  was  a  bit  premature. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  that  contract  been  let? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir,  it  has.  I  can't  selectively  enforce  the  di- 
rections of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  just  asking  for  information. 

Admiral  Kime.  It  wasn't  a  question  of  the  authorizers  asking  for 
it  and  the  appropriators  not  providing  funds.  It  is  a  question  of  the 
appropriators  saying  "do  it"  and  providing  me  the  money.  So  I 
think  I  really  had  no  choice  but  to  follow  through  with  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  you  are  probably  right.  I  am  just  trying  to  get 
information  here,  because  some  of  these  things  are  not  at  all  a  par- 
ticular priority  of  an  agency  that  has  a  lot  of  work  to  do.  All  of 
these  things  I  am  talking  to  you  about  were  forced  on  you  by  the 
Congress.  We  are  going  to  try  to  rationalize  that  a  little  bit  here. 

It  is  not  as  though  the  Congress  is  never  going  to  tell  you  to  do 
something.  We  don't  want  you  to  get  that  idea.  But  we  ought  to  be 
asking  you  to  do  things  that  have  some  measure  of  a  cost-benefit 
analysis  here. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  OIL  SPILL  RESEARCH  CENTER 

You  and  I  have  talked  about  the  South  Florida  Oil  Spill  Re- 
search Center,  where  you  were  directed  to  spend  a  couple  of  mil- 
lion dollars.  I  have  actually  seen  the  technology  that  they  are 
working  on  at  the  University  of  Miami  down  there.  But  in  a  con- 
versation I  had  with  them  at  the  time  they  briefed  me,  I  asked 
them  the  question,  why  wasn't  this  being  appropriated  under 
NOAA  instead  of  the  Coast  Guard? 

Is  NOAA  working  with  you  on  this  one,  or  is  this  just  Coast 
Guard? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  work  very  closely  with  NOAA  on  oil  spill  sci- 
entific matters.  Certainly  they  provide  the  scientific  coordinators 
for  us.  This  was  something  directed  specifically  by  the  committee 
for  the  International  Oceanographic  Foundation,  to  let  a  contract. 
We  have  gone  forward  with  negotiations  with  them.  They  have 
submitted  a  proposal  which  we  did  not  agree  with,  and  we  sent  it 
back  to  them  for  modifications  as  not  meeting  the  intent  of  what 
we  talked  about. 

No  contract  has  been  let  yet.  We  anticipate  we  will  be  in  a  posi- 
tion to  execute  this  contract  probably  in  the  May  time  frame. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  had  any  recent  discussions  with  personnel 
at  NOAA  about  this  particular  activity? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  have  not  had  any,  but  we  can  furnish  that  infor- 
mation for  the  record.  I  can  check  and  find  out  if  my  people  have 
talked  to  NOAA  about  this  issue. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  hope  you  would,  and  perhaps  it  might  be  helpful  to 
have  you  and  your  principal  assistant  and  someone  from  NOAA 
have  a  meeting  in  my  office. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  worked  closely  with  NOAA  personnel  on  the  proposal  to  es- 
tablish the  South  Florida  Oil  Spill  Research  Center  through  a  grant  to  the  Interna- 
tional Oceanographic  Foundation  (lOF).  Two  NOAA  representatives  and  two  Coast 
Guard  representatives  were  included  on  the  lOF  panel  and  worked  together  to 
review  and  select  projects  to  be  included  in  the  proposal  submitted  by  the  lOF. 
Upon  receiving  the  proposal  from  the  lOF,  the  Coast  Guard  forwarded  a  copy  to  the 
Chief  of  NOAA's  Hazardous  Materials  Response  and  Assessment  Division  for 
review,  with  a  special  note  to  check  for  possible  duplication  of  effort.  There  has  been 
no  indication  from  NOAA,  at  any  time,  that  the  Coast  Guard  should  not  be  involved 
in  this  effort  or  that  there  are  conflicts.  We  will  continue  to  work  with  NOAA  to 
ensure  that  this  is  a  coordinated  research  effort. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  not  a  scientist.  I  can't  evaluate  whether  this  is  a 
good  or  bad  idea.  It  plausibly  seems  like  a  good  idea.  It  is  technolo- 
gy that  uses  radar,  as  I  understand  it,  to  give  better  information 
about  surface  currents,  surface  wave  directions,  which  plausibly 
could  be  a  better  predictor  of  where  the  oil  spills  are  likely  to  mi- 
grate to. 

One  thing  that  was  impressive  about  the  technology  was  that  it 
was  portable,  so  it  could  be  used  presumably  on  an  emergency 
basis  virtually  anywhere  in  the  world.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  if 
this  technology  was  perfected,  that  in  some  manner  the  Coast 
Guard  might  be  a  customer. 

I  have  had  a  very  brief  discussion  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  Oceans  and  indicated  that  perhaps  they  ought  to 
take  a  look  at  it.  So  I  am  not  speaking  negatively  on  what  it  is  they 
are  doing  in  the  University  of  Miami. 

I  am  just,  again,  curious  as  to  how  this  relates  to  the  Coast 
Guard  mission  and  whether  the  Coast  Guard  really  ought  to  be  the 
agency  to  be  doing  anything  more  than  maybe  a  customer  evalua- 
tion of  how  useful  it  would  be  in  certain  responsibilities  the  Coast 
Guard  has.  And  we  can  seek  some  more  information  from  the  Uni- 
versity of  Miami  about  it. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  will  go  ahead,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  advise  you 
of  what,  if  any,  contacts  we  have  had  with  NOAA,  create  contacts 
with  them,  and  then  get  back  to  you  with  some  further  discussion. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  are  a  number  of  them  here  on  this  sheet  that  I 
am  not  going  to  take  the  committee's  time  in  public  session  to  go 
over  them  all.  I  appreciate  having  the  list.  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  talk  with  you  about  some  of  these  earmarks  and  to  find 
out  which  of  these  will  have  some  utility. 

OPERATING  EXPENSES  JUSTIFICATIONS 

One  area  of  criticism.  Admiral,  is  that  for  the  last  10  years  the 
House  and  Senate  Appropriations  Committees  have  been  trying  to 
get  the  Coast  Guard  to  present  more  complete  justifications  for  its 
operating  expenses.  And  apparently  it  has  been  to  no  avail. 
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The  1984  report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations  di- 
rected the  Coast  Guard  to  develop  a  more  detailed  format  to  justify 
the  agency's  operating  expenses.  Our  Committee  noted  in  1987  that 
those  improvements  had  not  been  made. 

In  last  year's  report,  we  once  again  noted  that  the  budget  justifi- 
cations focused  primarily  on  incremental  increases  with  base-level 
resources  reflected  only  in  those  activities  for  which  increases  are 
requested.  And  we  said  the  committee  expects  in  fiscal  year  1994 
the  budget  justifications  to  address  this  concern.  Yet,  once  again 
this  year  the  justifications  focus  on  incremental  improvements,  not 
on  the  major  request,  which  is  contained  in  the  base. 

And  I  have  to  say  that,  again,  as  I  have  been  a  Member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  for  10  years  and  I  sit  on  two  committees 
which  oversee  five  departments.  I  have  gone  through  10  budget 
cycles,  with  five  departments,  and  your  budget  justifications  are 
among  the  thinnest  of  material  that  we  are  given.  It  is  a  perplex- 
ing problem  and  it  exists  in  spite  of  being  noted  by  our  committee 
and  our  companion  committee  in  the  other  body. 

Is  there  some  institutional  reason  why  the  Coast  Guard  can't 
meet  the  request? 

I  know  incremental  is  easier.  I  am  sure  the  word  processors  at 
the  Coast  Guard  are  already  filled  with  1995  justifications,  and  it 
will  require  some  true  authorship  to  go  in  and  actually  write  a  full 
justification.  But  can't  you  do  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  recognize  the  concerns 
that  both  you  and  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  have.  We 
think  we  have  made  some  progress  in  what  we  have  done  for  1994. 
We  have  provided  more  information  on  the  base,  in  the  supplemen- 
tal information  that  has  been  provided,  and  in  addition  to  that,  we 
have  given  more  detail  on  operating  costs  of  major  facilities  and  de- 
tailed workload  data,  more  detail  in  general  in  the  justifications 
and  more  accounts  information. 

One  thing  that  poses  a  problem  for  us,  and  it  is  one  that  I  think 
came  out  in  the  earlier  discussions,  is  that  our  money  is  appropri- 
ated by  facility — by  ship,  by  air  station,  by  marine  safety  office,  by 
group — and  then  what  you  are  asking  us  to  do  is  apportion  that  to 
various  operations  that  these  multi-mission  groups  do.  And,  in  that 
lies  a  great  deal  of  the  difficulty. 

Having  said  that,  we  certainly  want  to  continue  to  work  with  the 
committee  and  give  you  the  type  of  information  that  you  are  look- 
ing for.  There  is  nothing  inherent  in  the  Coast  Guard  makeup  that 
is  trying  to  keep  you  from  getting  this  information.  It  is  just  a  case 
of  trying  to  be  able  to  extract  the  type  of  information  that  you  are 
looking  for.  And,  I  thought  that  we  had  made  some  strides.  Obvi- 
ously, we  are  not  there  yet,  and  I  admit  that,  but  we  have  made 
some  efforts  in  the  1994  budget. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  mention  facilities  in  here  in  our  appropriations. 
O&M  is  O&M.  You  already  do,  you  know,  a  portion.  It  can't  be  that 
hard. 

I  think  that  starting  with  the  1995  budget  process,  it  would  be 
good  to  start  it  tomorrow  with  our  committees'  staff  and  we  will 
see  if  by  this  time  next  year  we  don't  have  to  ask  that  question 
again. 
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Admiral  Kime.  We  will  get  together  right  after  the  hearings  with 
the  staff  and  look  into  this. 

DOD  FUNDING  OF  COAST  GUARD 

Mr.  Carr.  There  is  a  fairly  standard  format  throughout  all  the 
government,  at  least  the  committees  that  I  have  served  on.  I  think 
if  we  could  get  our  information  in  a  more  useful  format,  we  might 
be  able  to  help  you  a  little  more. 

Last  year,  in  discussing  Coast  Guard  funding  levels,  you  said, 

For  the  Coast  Guard  to  continue  the  current  level  of  services  we  provide  within 
today's  budget  constraints,  it  is  imperative  that  Congress  provide  funding  for  the 
Coast  Guard  from  both  defense  and  transportation  sources,  as  requested. 

This  year  your  statement  includes  the  following: 

It  is  our  desire  to  receive  all  of  our  appropriations  through  budget  function  400. 
With  the  funding  walls  down,  we  now  see  an  opportunity  for  full  funding  within  the 
transportation  allocation. 

I  guess  you  are  really  saying  that  you  don't  care  where  it  comes 
from,  as  long  as  you  get  it. 

Admiral  Kime.  Not  exactly,  Mr.  Chairman.  Perhaps  I  could  say  it 
in  a  few  different  words.  I  think  the  bottom  line  is  obviously  the 
Coast  Guard  feels  if  we  are  going  to  meet  mandates  the  Congress 
has  given  us,  there  is  going  to  have  to  be  adequate  funding. 

Up  until  last  year — well,  let  me  say  in  the  beginning,  a  few  years 
ago  DOD  money  was  used  to  partially  finance  the  Coast  Guard,  our 
AC&I  and  also  our  operating  expenses — as  much  as  $600  million  in 
some  years.  Last  year  was  the  first  year  that  the  President's 
budget  recommended  this.  In  the  past  it  has  been  the  initiative  of 
the  Congress  to  do  this.  So  what  you  see  is  Coast  Guard  testimony 
consistent  with  the  way  the  President's  budget  has  been  submitted. 

Also,  this  year's  budget  does  not  include  any  money  outside  of 
function  400.  Let  me  say  it  is  still  our  desire  to  see  us  funded 
within  function  400,  recognizing  that  that  may  not  be  possible  for 
many  years,  and  we  certainly  would  hope  that  the  committee  can 
find  its  way  clear  to  provide  the  funding  that  we  need  to  meet  the 
mandates  that  you  have  given  us. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  continue  asking  you  some  questions  on  this, 
but  I  have  been  informed  that  Congressman  Wolf  has  an  important 
meeting  in  a  couple  of  minutes,  and  so  I  will  defer  to  him  for  ques- 
tions. 

DRUG  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  thank  the  Chairman.  I  am  testifying  at  the  base 
closing  commission  over  in  Arlington. 

Let  me  get  back  to  something,  and  I  looked  at  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions that  the  committee  staff  had  raised.  On  the  drug  interdiction 
question,  let  me  tell  you  before  I  ask  the  question  what  I  personal- 
ly feel.  I  feel  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  not  really  had  the  scrutiny 
over  the  past  several  years  that  it  perhaps  should  have. 

I  think  the  Coast  Guard  is  an  outstanding  group,  and.  Admiral, 
let  me  state  for  the  record  that  I  think  you  do  a  good  job.  But  I 
think  there  has  been  a  reluctance  by  the  Congress  to  even  get  into 
any  of  these  issues,  and  if  the  Coast  Guard  wants  something,  it  just 
sort  of  gets  it. 
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I  can  remember  going  around  and  around  on  the  fast  boat  issue. 
I  went  out  with  Customs.  We  went  off  the  coast,  and  passing  us  by 
was  a  Coast  Guard  fast  boat,  and  they  were  picking  each  other  up 
on  radar.  It  took  us  two  years  to  get  the  Coast  Guard  to  relent  and 
give  up  the  fast  boats. 

If  you  look  at  it  and  if  you  listen  to  your  testimony,  you  would 
think  drug  enforcement  funding  for  the  Coast  Guard  is  decreasing. 
But,  according  to  the  present  budget,  the  Coast  Guard  will  spend 
$460  million  on  drug  control  in  fiscal  1994.  That  represents  an  in- 
crease of  10  percent  above  1993.  Yet,  from  your  testimony  and  an- 
swers to  questions,  a  person  would  assume  that  the  Coast  Guard  is 
getting  out  of  the  drug  interdiction  business. 

Also,  the  number  of  arrests  made  by  the  Coast  Guard  has  been 
decreasing.  It  dropped  from  733  in  1985,  to  only  106  in  fiscal  year 
1991.  That  is  why  I  asked  you  the  question  earlier  about  the 
number  of  people,  the  man-hours,  and  costs  that  were  involved. 

And  then  lastly,  you  have  personnel  down  in  South  American 
countries,  including  Peru,  and  I  don't  know  if  you  consider 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  believe  we  have  anybody  in  Peru,  Mr. 
Wolf. 

PERUVIAN  DRUG  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  have  had  people  in  Peru,  is  that  accurate? 

Admiral  Kime.  Maybe  for  a  very  short  visit.  I  would  have  to  get 
back  to  you.  But  I  don't  think 

Mr.  Wolf.  This  shows  you  have  had  people  in  Peru  in  the  past 
on  the  interdiction  program.  This  was  a  statement  made  by  Presi- 
dent Fujimori  of  Peru: 

The  Peruvian-American  anti-drug  policy  has  failed.  For  10  years  there  has  been  a 
considerable  sum  invested  by  the  Peruvian  government  and  another  sum  on  the 
part  of  the  American  government.  That  has  not  led  to  a  reduction  in  the  supply  of 
coca  leaf  offered  for  sale.  Rather,  in  the  10  years,  1980  to  1990,  it  grew  ten-fold.  I 
have  only  one  term  for  it,  a  little  undiplomatic:  It  is  a  failure. 

And  we  have  had  a  similar  response  from  other  groups.  I  just 
wonder,  should  the  Coast  Guard  be  in  drug  interdiction? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  we  should.  It  was  my  decision  to  get  rid  of 
the  patrol  boats.  I  did  that  in  a  discussion  with  Senator  Lautenberg 
in  August  of  1990  by  indicating  that  I  felt  this  was  something  that 
should  be  done. 

I  agree  with  you,  they  were  not  productive  and  probably  should 
not  have  been  purchased.  I  think  under  today's  safeguards  they 
wouldn't  have  been  purchased. 

As  far  as  the  size  of  the 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  also,  though,  before  that,  the  fast  boats. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  said  fast  boats,  didn't  I? 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  said  patrol  boats. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  meant  fast  boats. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  recognized  that  over  and  over. 

Admiral  Kime.  Not  with  me,  you  didn't,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  With  your  predecessor  we  recognized  it.  The  point  is,  I 
don't  know  if  there  has  been  scrutiny  of  things  the  Coast  Guard 
has  asked  for.  That  is  the  point  I  am  trying  to  make. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  would  hope  we  have  provided  the  committee 
with  what  they  would  like.  I  guess  it  is  in  the  eye  of  the  beholder 
as  to  how  much  scrutiny  there  is.  But  we  certainly  would  welcome 
any  kind  of  oversight  that  the  committee  would  have  to  offer. 


815 

Certainly  on  the  fast  boats,  my  position  has  been  loud  and  clear 
that  I  thought  they  should  not  be  utilized.  We  have  no  disagree- 
ment with  that.  You  and  I  have  had  this  discussion  two  or  three 
times. 

As  far  as  the  funding  that  I  said  for  operating  expense,  I  stand 
by  the  percentages  I  gave  you.  The  numbers  you  gave  me  include  a 
significant  purchase  of  helicopters,  which  we  think  is  something 
that  has  been  closely  coordinated  among  the  agencies  and  repre- 
sents a  real  success. 

DRUG  INTERDICTION  AND  SEIZURES 

Mr.  Wolf.  But,  Admiral,  there  really  hasn't  been  a  success  in 
the  drug  interdiction  business.  Where  has  the  success  been?  The 
price  is  still  down.  You  haven't  really  squeezed  it  that  far. 

Your  seizures — how  do  you  explain  this?  The  number  of  arrests 
made  and  Coast  Guard  seizures  have  been  decreasing  from  733  in 
1985  to  106  in  1991. 

Admiral  Kime.  What  we  have  done  is  made  it  more  difficult  for 
the  traffickers.  We  force  them  to  go  to  different  areas.  I  think  we 
provided  a  major  deterrence.  I  think  the  real  measure 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  you  stopped  drugs  from  coming  in? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  in  the  maritime  mode,  yes,  we  have 
stopped  it  from  coming  in,  particularly  the  shipment  of  marijuana 
into  the  United  States. 

When  I  headed  up  our  operations  down  in  Miami  from  1982  to 
1984,  marijuana  smuggling  was  a  mom-and-pop  operation,  a  pile  of 
it  in  the  back  of  the  boat,  headed  for  the  United  States.  That  has 
been  just  about  stopped.  I  think  we  see  no  longer  aircraft  landing 
in  South  Florida,  Georgia,  South  Carolina,  places  like  that.  We 
forced  people  into  an  inland  method  of  doing  it. 

They  are  using  extremely  low-profile  vessels  to  do  this,  using  in- 
creasingly clandestine  means.  They  are  expending  a  tremendous 
amount  of  money  on  equipment.  If  we  were  to  back  away  from 
what  we  do  today,  based  on  their  infrastructure  they  would  be  back 
doing  it  tomorrow. 

Let  me  also  say  a  measure  of  the  success  of  the  drug  policy  that 
has  to  be  looked  at  is  the  decreasing  number  of  users  that  has  been 
happening. 

Mr.  Wolf.  They  are  increasing. 

Admiral  Kime.  They  are  only  increasing  in  the  8  to  10-year-old 
level.  I  have  had  a  briefing 

Mr.  Wolf.  In  what  age  level? 

Admiral  Kime.  Eighth  and  10th  grade  level. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  a  pretty  important  level. 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  a  minor  increase. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Usage  is  increasing  among  youngsters  in  high  school. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  had  a  briefing  that  said  it  was  increasingly  only 
in  those  two  levels,  that  at  other  levels  it  has  gone  down  signifi- 
cantly. 

The  number  of  people  regularly  using  cocaine  in  this  country  is 
down  about  half.  ONDCP  gave  a  very  good  briefing  to  us  just  re- 
cently on  the  effectiveness  of  this.  If  you  would  like,  I  can  have 
that  provided  to  you. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  that  because  of  interdiction  or  education? 

Admiral  Kime.  Both.  You  have  to  recognize  the  whole  policy 
under  President  Bush  and  so  far  being  continued  under  President 
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Clinton  is  the  recognition  you  have  to  approach  this  from  both  the 
supply  and  demand  side.  One  side  can't  do  it.  We  can't  have  a  one- 
legged  stool. 

AEROSTAT  BALLOONS 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  saw  the  ABC  20/20  on  aerostat  balloons,  and  they 
interviewed  people  down  there,  drug  dealers,  who  said  they  move 
around  them,  they  fly  below  them,  they  are  down  so  much 

Admiral  Kime.  Now  you  are  seeing  one  of  the  reasons  why  I 
didn't  think  the  Coast  Guard  should  be  involved  in  aerostat  bal- 
loons. I  think  they  have  their  place  along  the  border,  programs.  I 
am  not  going  to  comment  on  what  impact  they  have  on  areas  we 
have  no  responsibility  for.  But  there  are  many  ways  for  detection. 

In  the  choke  points,  they  do  provide  some  type  of  deterrence  and 
detection.  And,  we  think  they  should  be  continued.  I  think  the  Con- 
gress does  too,  because  they  passed  legislation  mandating  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  continue  to  operate  these  ship-based  aeros- 
tats in  support  of  the  Coast  Guard,  and  that  was  in  their  1993  ap- 
propriations bill. 

DRUG  INTERDICTION  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  don't  believe  too  much  of  the  resources  of  the 
Coast  Guard  are  being  used  in  drug 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  sir.  In  fact,  I  have  been  criticized  by  some, 
perhaps  some  of  my  own  people,  that  we  have  cut  back  on  the  use 
of  resources  on  drugs  too  much.  I  haven't.  I  think  I  have  struck  a 
good  balance.  I  have  watched  this  very,  very  closely. 

Those  resources  that  I  think  that  should  belx)ng  to  other  organi- 
zations and  not  the  Coast  Guard — such  as  the  fast  boats,  such  as 
the  ship-based  aerostats,  the  land-based  aerostats,  the  E-2Cs,  the 
EC-130 — should  go  back  to  other  agencies.  I  have  taken  steps  to  do 
that  and  we  have  seen  a  significant  cutback  in  our  operating  ex- 
penses in  that  area. 

As  far  as  the  utilization  of  surface  and  aircraft  resources,  we 
have  worked  very,  very  closely  with  DOD,  Customs  and  DEA  to 
ensure  that  we  have  the  proper  level.  There  have  been  many, 
many  meetings  that  I  can't  talk  about  in  this  room,  to  talk  about 
what  our  effort  ought  to  be  down  in  the  Caribbean  and  South 
America  as  far  as  resources  are  concerned.  Those  have  been  inter- 
agency meetings  at  the  very  highest  level. 

Perhaps  prior  to  my  time  we  had  some  people  in  Peru,  but  we 
have  an  international  law  enforcement  team  that  is  funded  either 
by  State  or  by  Defense,  depending  upon  what  they  do,  who  have 
been  operating  in  Bolivia  and  in  Ecuador  and  are  operating  in 
Panama,  and  have  been  operating  in  Colombia,  helping  them  set 
up  their  own  Coast  Guard  in  Colombia,  for  example,  training  the 
people  in  these  drug-producing  countries  to  do  their  own  interdic- 
tion, and  how  to  operate  vessels.  And  we  are  continuing  to  do  that. 

This  is  the  same  group  of  people  that  I  am  talking  about  that  is 
over  in  Bulgaria  and  Romania  right  now  teaching  those  people  how 
to  operate  vessels. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Admiral,  just  explain  the  fact  that  arrests  have  de- 
creased from  733  in  1985  to  106  in  1991. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  we  have  had  a  major  deterrent  effect  in 
what  we  have  been  doing.  I  think  that  we  have  managed  to  deny 
access  to  a  lot  of  the  routes. 
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If  you  look  at  the  air  interdiction  routes — and  we  can  provide  a 
classified  briefing  to  show  what  people  are  doing  and  not  doing  in 
the  methods  of  shipment — I  think  that  would  point  to  it. 

Some  reduction  in  arrests  obviously  has  occurred  as  a  result  of 
diversion  of  Coast  Guard  resources  to  the  Haitian  migrant  interdic- 
tion operation,  and  I  think  I  indicated  that  in  the  answer  to  a  pre- 
vious question. 

IMPACT  OF  DRUG  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Wolf.  This  goes  on  to  say, 

Studies  have  shown  that  the  massive  amounts  of  funding  suppUed  for  drug  inter- 
diction beginning  in  the  late  1980s  have  had  no  appreciable  effect  on  either  the 
availability  or  price  of  listed  drugs  nationwide.  Some  reports  have  estimated  that  if 
even  50  percent  of  the  cocaine  shipped  to  the  United  States  were  confiscated,  it 
would  only  result  in  a  3-percent  increase  in  the  street  price.  In  a  September  1991 
report,  the  GAO  stated  the  interdiction  may  raise  operating  costs  but  it  is  doubtful 
whether  it  would  raise  costs  to  the  extent  that  it  would  affect  trafficking  operations. 

Admiral  Kime.  You  are  reading  from  what,  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  This  report  put  together  by  the  staff.  Well,  you  are 
obviously  convinced  that  what  you  are  doing  is  absolutely  right. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  it  is  necessary.  I  think  it  is  in  support  of 
the  current  policy  that  has  been  developed. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Should  drug  interdiction  be  assigned  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  or  DEA  or  to  somebody  more  in  law  enforcement 
and  free  the  Coast  Guard  up  to  do  traditional  things? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  that  law  enforcement  is  a  very  traditional 
thing  for  the  Coast  Guard.  That  is  why  we  were  created  by  Alexan- 
der Hamilton,  for  law  enforcement.  Traditionally  we  were  involved 
in  those  things.  It  is  a  Coast  Guard  mission  in  law. 

And  the  Chairman  has  talked  about  the  importance  of  legal  task- 
ing, I  think  we  have  greater  authority  in  law  enforcement  than 
any  other  agency.  I  think  on  a  cost-effective  basis,  it  is  the  right 
place.  We  should  not  be  in  areas  where  others  can  do  it  better. 

I  think  we  have  a  constant  coordination  mechanism  going  with 
these  other  agencies  now  to  make  sure  that  we  in  fact  are  not 
doing  something  that  we  shouldn't  be  doing. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  we  should  take  you  out  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation.  You  sound  like  a  policeman  to  me. 

I  have  no  further  questions. 

SOURCES  of  coast  GUARD  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  a  great  way  to  get  back  to  my  final  questions 
about  where  we  get  your  money. 

Since  1982,  the  Coast  Guard  has  received  $2.4  billion  in  cash  and 
$385  million  in  in-kind  services  from  the  Department  of  Defense. 
That  doesn't  include  the  $413  million  funded  in  the  DOD  bill  but 
earmarked  for  Coast  Guard  ships.  With  everything  included,  this 
works  out  to  an  average  of  $266  million  per  year  that  has  been  pro- 
vided to  the  Coast  Guard  from  Defense. 

Are  you  saying  that  you  think  the  total  Coast  Guard  require- 
ment can  be  met  within  the  transportation  function? 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  a  decision  that  will  have  to 
be  made  by  the  Congress.  The  President  has  put  forward  a  budget, 
and  in  the  past,  sometimes,  we  have  been  funded  strictly  from 
function  400.  Other  times  DOD  money  has  been  used.  I  do  not 
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So  it  is  not  a  happy  situation,  and  I  think  we  really  need  to  work 
together  with  0MB.  Maybe  somebody  ought  to  sit  down  with  them, 
talk  about  reinventing  government,  as  the  President  often  does  and 
the  Director  of  0MB  often  does.  Maybe  we  ought  to  talk  about 
reinventing  how  you  get  your  money.  Maybe  that  will  help  you  out. 
Maybe  it  will  help  us  out. 

MISSIONS 

Admiral,  the  GAO's  statement  highlights  the  fact  that  over  the 
last  10  years,  and  you  saw  the  chart  here.  Incidentally,  I  would 
invite  you  to  make  any  comments  that  you  might  want  to  make 
about  either  the  GAO  or  their  charts,  because  we  tend  to  rely  on 
them.  If  they  are  at  some  point  materially  wrong,  you  ought  to  tell 
us  about  it. 

But  their  chart  did  divide  out  your  main  functions  and  missions, 
and  it  points  out  that  some  of  your  missions  have  received  in- 
creased funding  probably  at  the  expense  of  others.  And  that  doesn't 
mean  it  is  bad,  it  just  is.  What  do  you  see  in  the  next  two  or  three 
years,  how  these  trend  lines  are  going  to  go?  Is  law  enforcement 
going  to  flatten  out  or  maybe  decline? 

Aids  to  navigation — why  is  aids  to  navigation  down  from  10 
years  ago?  Have  we  reached  some  technological  breakthrough 
there  that  there  is  more  maintainability? 

Can  you  talk  about  that  GAO  chart,  and  step  through  the  func- 
tions and  tell  us  what  is  going  on,  and  then  kind  of  project  that  out 
a  couple  of  years? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  a  multi-mission  organization,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  we  respond  to  changing  concerns  and  changing  mandates 
from  the  Congress,  changing  situations,  whether  they  be  the  envi- 
ronmental response,  which  is  going  up,  or  law  enforcement,  which 
has  reached  a  plateau,  or  is  perhaps  tailing  off.  Migrant  interdic- 
tion operations,  we  hope  will  taper  off.  And,  fisheries  law  enforce- 
ment is  going  up.  So  in  those  ways  we  respond  to  national  prior- 
ities. 

Let  me  just  talk  about  what  I  see  for  the  future,  and  talk  a  little 
about  the  past  and  the  future  as  I  go  through  each  of  the  programs 
we  are  talking  about. 

Search  and  rescue  has  gone  down  in  the  past,  I  think,  and  the 
reason  for  that  is  we  have  gone  down  to  about  14  percent  of  our 
operating  budget,  compared  to  in  1983  about  24  percent. 

SEARCH  AND  RESCUE  FATALITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  May  I  interrupt  you  there.  Admiral?  I  don't  want  to 
ruin  your  train  of  thought,  but  one  of  the  things  that  we  use — it  is 
a  very  crude  measure,  and  I  hope  in  future  years  we  will  be  able  to 
give  it  more  refinement — one  way  we  analyze  the  expenditure  of 
money  or,  say,  the  bang  for  the  buck,  across  the  modes,  is  to  get 
some  idea  of  the  number  of  fatalities. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  figures? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  have  some  information  on  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  From  1983  forward  on  the  number  of  fatalities 
that 
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Admiral  Kime.  I  have  that  here,  and  I  can  provide  it  for  the 
record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Reported  recreational  boating  fatalities  for  calendar  years  1983  through  1992 
follow: 

Fatalities 

Year: 

1983 1,241 

1984 1,063 

1985 1,116 

1986 1,066 

1987 1,036 

1988 946 

1989 896 

1990 865 

1991 924 

1992 816 

Admiral  Kime.  Let  me  speak  to  it  a  little  bit  because  the  number 
of  search  and  rescue  C£ises  we  have  had  has  declined.  This  is  be- 
cause we  have  taken  some  of  the  search  out  of  search  and  rescue  as 
intimated  before,  and  we  have  done  a  better  job  in  educating 
people.  People  are  wearing  their  PFDs  now.  We  have  better  boats 
because  of  the  recreational  boating  safety  program.  I  think  all  of 
these  things  have  contributed. 

To  give  you  an  indication,  we  had  63,980  cases  in  1983,  but  only 
52,600  in  1992. 

We  saved  about  5900  lives  in  1983  and  about  5600  lives  in  1992. 
You  can  see  the  number  of  lives  saved  has  remained  rather  con- 
stant. In  fact,  we  can  look  at  those  numbers  as  a  good  mesisure  of 
effectiveness.  And  that  seems  to  be  what  we  are  concentrating  on 
today,  is  the  number  of  lives  saved  by  the  Coast  Guard  after  notifi- 
cation that  there  is  a  distress. 

Our  measure  of  effectiveness  in  1983  was  84  percent.  In  1992  it 
was  93.2  percent.  So  I  think  that  is  a  good  indication. 

Fatalities  per  100,000  boats  was  almost  8  in  1983.  It  was  down  to 
4.6  in  1991.  And  although  it  is  only  raw  data — we  have  not  finished 
looking  at  it — it  looks  like  we  are  down  to  4  per  100,000  boats  in 
1992. 

That  is  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  we  have  a  tremendous  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  high  speed  boats  that  are  out  there,  boats 
that  can  create  more  dangerous  situations. 

I  think  a  good  example,  in  the  case  of  Search  and  Rescue,  of  why 
we  are  being  more  cost  effective  is  because  of  EPIRBs.  If  an 
EPIRB-equipped  vessel  goes  down  immediately  or  within  an  hour, 
we  know  just  what  vessel  it  is  because  the  EPIRB  should  be  regis- 
tered. We  know  where  it  went  down.  If  there  is  a  question  about 
the  accuracy  of  the  fix,  we  know  who  to  call  and  say,  "Is  so  and  so 
home,"  or  "Are  they  out  in  their  boat?"  These  types  of  things  are 
very  important. 

Our  computer-aided  search  planning,  boater  education,  et 
cetera — all  of  these  things  have  contributed  to  the  fact  that  we  are 
able  to  draw  down  our  budget  for  Search  and  Rescue  and  maintain 
not  only  the  same  but  perhaps  a  better  measure  of  effectiveness. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  the  absolute  fatality  numbers  rather 
than  rates  per  boat? 


822 

Admiral  Kime.  I  have  both. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  absolute  for  the  last  year? 
Admiral  Kime.  For  the  last  year?  Fatalities? 
Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Admiral  Kime.  There  were  406  lives  lost  after  notification  to  the 
Coast  Guard. 
Total  lives  lost  is  950. 

MISSIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  Admiral,  continue  then  with 
your  missions. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  was  going  through  and  had  stopped  at  Search 
and  Rescue,  for  the  reasons  I  mentioned. 

Commercial  Vessel  Safety:  That  is  a  program  in  which  we  have 
increased  our  expenditures  to  about  8.9  percent  of  our  total  operat- 
ing expenditures. 

That  is  for  many  reasons:  One,  commercial  fishing  vessel  safety 
initiatives — those  are  Congressional  mandates — I  think  have  prob- 
ably reached  a  plateau,  increasing  slightly. 

Emphasis  on  vessel  traffic  services  will  be  increased  in  the 
future. 

Increased  resources  in  the  marine  inspection  area — we  have 
reached  about  the  number  of  resources,  in  general.  We  need,  per- 
haps, a  slight  increase  for  passenger  vessels. 

Increased  emphasis  on  working  with  IMO,  which  I  think  will 
continue  as  an  emphasis. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  IMO? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  the  International  Maritime  Organization. 
It  is  the  administrative  equivalent  of  ICAO. 

Environmental  response — we  have  had  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  money  that  we  have  utilized  for  environmental  re- 
sponse. I  think  that  is  reflective  of  the  mood  of  the  country,  as  ex- 
pressed through  OPA  90  and  its  significant  taskings.  There  will 
continue  to  be  a  slight  increase  in  that  area. 

Fisheries  law  enforcement — we  have  seen  a  tremendous  jump  in 
resources.  Right  now  we  have  reached  a  plateau  there.  I  have  sig- 
nificantly increased  the  number  of  ship  days  by  about  a  factor  of,  I 
think,  1.5,  and  then  aircraft  hours  by  about  a  factor  of  two,  that  we 
are  devoting  to  fisheries  law  enforcement  over  the  last  several 
years  as  part  of  balancing.  As  we  draw  down  the  drug  interdiction 
effort  a  bit  with  Department  of  Defense  coming  along,  we  have  di- 
rected the  resources  elsewhere  and  not  come  back  to  this  commit- 
tee for  more  money.  We  have  been  working  with  the  Fisheries 
Management  Councils.  Drug  law  enforcement  now  accounts  for 
14.1  percent  of  OE.  It  peaked  at  25  percent  in  1987. 

I  think  I  have  explained  that  in  some  detail  in  responding  to  Mr. 
Wolf. 

Other  law  enforcement  programs — I  think  mainly  this  is  the 
problem  we  have  with  economic  migrants.  We  are  not  just  talking 
about  Haitians;  we  are  talking  about  citizens  from  the  Dominican 
Republic,  Cubans,  perhaps;  and,  unfortunately,  we  are  beginning  to 
see  an  increase  in  illegal  migrants  from  the  People's  Republic  of 
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China.  We  are  going  to  see,  I  think — not  only  us  but  the  rest  of  the 
developed  world — an  increasing  problem  in  this  particular  area. 

What  we  have  tried  to  do  in  these  areas  is  to  take,  first,  the  ex- 
isting resources  we  have  and  use  them  in  the  most  cost-effective 
way  rather  than  running  up  to  Congress  and  saying,  "I  need 
more." 

I  think  the  reason  we  are  able  to  do  this  is  because  we  are  a 
multi-mission  organization.  We  believe  it  costs  us  less  to  do  the 
things  we  do  because  we  can  make  this  shift  and  because  the  re- 
sources can  do  more  than  one  thing. 

You  have  read  off  the  military  readiness  and  law  enforcement 
numbers,  but  these  are  not  the  incremental  costs  to  do  the  pro- 
gram. Our  base  is  crammed  into  that.  So  the  actual  numbers  were 
somewhat  less.  The  point  I  am  making  is  this  enables  us  to  do 
these  in  the  most  cost-effective  way  possible. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  must  have  missed  it.  The  aids  to  navigation 

Admiral  Kime.  Sorry. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  know  what  accounts  for  that?  Shipping  is — I 
would  intuitively  think  that  is  a  constant.  You  got  to  get  the  buoys 
out  and 

Admiral  Kime.  In  answer  to  a  question  from  Mr.  Price  about 
R&D,  we  have  produced  light  weight  buoys  due  to  R&D  efforts. 
That  cuts  back  on  the  cost.  We  have  solarized  lights  so  we  don't 
have  to  run  generators  and  use  batteries. 

We  are  phasing  out  the  LORAN-C  system  and  will  be  replacing 
that  with  the  Differential  Global  Positioning  System  that  uses  the 
satellite  system  that  the  Department  of  Defense  has  put  up  for 
other  purposes.  Things  of  that  nature. 

We  are  cutting  back  on  the  number  of  buoy  tenders.  We  have 
now  27  ocean-going  buoy  tenders  and  11  coastal — 26  ocean-going 
and  11  coastal,  sorry.  We  are  cutting  back  to  a  total  of  30 — 16  and 
14 — by  looking  at  what  we  are  doing.  We  are  designing  ships  that 
are  going  to  do  the  same  job,  service  more  buoys  because  they  are 
faster  and  more  automated  and  do  it  with  less  people.  I  think  that 
aids  to  navigation  from  1988  to  1994 — that  is  the  data  we  provided 
the  staff — shows  relatively  constant  and  not  a  real  significant 
change  in  what  we  are  doing. 

CHINESE  migrant  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Carr.  You  touched  on  the  Haitian  migration,  and  you  men- 
tioned the  People's  Republic  of  China.  That  is  a  long  boat  ride. 

Admiral  Kime.  Sir,  for  them  and  for  us.  We  have  had  a  couple  of 
instances,  off  the  east  coast  and  off  the  west  coast. 

The  most  recent  was  a  case  in  which  we  received  a  distress  mes- 
sage from  the  vessel  called  Eastwood  1,500  miles  west  of  Honolulu. 
We  sent  a  high  endurance  cutter  out  of  Honolulu,  and  we  found 
527  people  packed  into  the  hold  of  this  vessel,  some  up  on  deck  but 
most  packed  in  there  under  extremely  unsanitary  conditions,  abso- 
lutely no  food;  and  they  were  on  their  way  to  the  United  States.  In 
fact,  we  found  out  from  working  with  our  friends  in  the  intelli- 
gence community  that  there  were  perhaps  10  or  11  vessels  over  in 
Hong  Kong  and  Singapore  ready  to  do  the  same  thing.  So  we 
mounted  a  major  effort  there.  We  stabilized  the  situation  by  pro- 
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Admiral  Kime.  I  have  both. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  absolute  for  the  last  year? 
Admiral  Kime.  For  the  last  year?  Fatalities? 
Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Admiral  Kime.  There  were  406  lives  lost  after  notification  to  the 
Coast  Guard. 
Total  lives  lost  is  950. 

MISSIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  Admiral,  continue  then  with 
your  missions. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  was  going  through  and  had  stopped  at  Search 
and  Rescue,  for  the  reasons  I  mentioned. 

Commercial  Vessel  Safety:  That  is  a  program  in  which  we  have 
increased  our  expenditures  to  about  8.9  percent  of  our  total  operat- 
ing expenditures. 

That  is  for  many  reasons:  One,  commercial  fishing  vessel  safety 
initiatives — those  are  Congressional  mandates — I  think  have  prob- 
ably reached  a  plateau,  increasing  slightly. 

Emphasis  on  vessel  traffic  services  will  be  increased  in  the 
future. 

Increased  resources  in  the  marine  inspection  area — we  have 
reached  about  the  number  of  resources,  in  general.  We  need,  per- 
haps, a  slight  increase  for  passenger  vessels. 

Increased  emphasis  on  working  with  IMO,  which  I  think  will 
continue  as  an  emphasis. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  IMO? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  the  International  Maritime  Organization. 
It  is  the  administrative  equivalent  of  ICAO. 

Environmental  response — we  have  had  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  money  that  we  have  utilized  for  environmental  re- 
sponse. I  think  that  is  reflective  of  the  mood  of  the  country,  as  ex- 
pressed through  OPA  90  and  its  significant  taskings.  There  will 
continue  to  be  a  slight  increase  in  that  area. 

Fisheries  law  enforcement — we  have  seen  a  tremendous  jump  in 
resources.  Right  now  we  have  reached  a  plateau  there.  I  have  sig- 
nificantly increased  the  number  of  ship  days  by  about  a  factor  of,  I 
think,  1.5,  and  then  aircraft  hours  by  about  a  factor  of  two,  that  we 
are  devoting  to  fisheries  law  enforcement  over  the  last  several 
years  as  part  of  balancing.  As  we  draw  down  the  drug  interdiction 
effort  a  bit  with  Department  of  Defense  coming  along,  we  have  di- 
rected the  resources  elsewhere  and  not  come  back  to  this  commit- 
tee for  more  money.  We  have  been  working  with  the  Fisheries 
Management  Councils.  Drug  law  enforcement  now  accounts  for 
14.1  percent  of  OE.  It  peaked  at  25  percent  in  1987. 

I  think  I  have  explained  that  in  some  detail  in  responding  to  Mr. 
Wolf 

Other  law  enforcement  programs — I  think  mainly  this  is  the 
problem  we  have  with  economic  migrants.  We  are  not  just  talking 
about  Haitians;  we  are  talking  about  citizens  from  the  Dominican 
Republic,  Cubans,  perhaps;  and,  unfortunately,  we  are  beginning  to 
see  an  increase  in  illegal  migrants  from  the  People's  Republic  of 
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China.  We  are  going  to  see,  I  think — not  only  us  but  the  rest  of  the 
developed  world — an  increasing  problem  in  this  particular  area. 

What  we  have  tried  to  do  in  these  areas  is  to  take,  first,  the  ex- 
isting resources  we  have  and  use  them  in  the  most  cost-effective 
way  rather  than  running  up  to  Congress  and  saying,  "I  need 
more." 

I  think  the  reason  we  are  able  to  do  this  is  because  we  are  a 
multi-mission  organization.  We  believe  it  costs  us  less  to  do  the 
things  we  do  because  we  can  make  this  shift  and  because  the  re- 
sources can  do  more  than  one  thing. 

You  have  read  off  the  military  readiness  and  law  enforcement 
numbers,  but  these  are  not  the  incremental  costs  to  do  the  pro- 
gram. Our  base  is  crammed  into  that.  So  the  actual  numbers  were 
somewhat  less.  The  point  I  am  making  is  this  enables  us  to  do 
these  in  the  most  cost-effective  way  possible. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  must  have  missed  it.  The  aids  to  navigation 

Admiral  Kime.  Sorry. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  know  what  accounts  for  that?  Shipping  is — I 
would  intuitively  think  that  is  a  constant.  You  got  to  get  the  buoys 
out  and 

Admiral  Kime.  In  answer  to  a  question  from  Mr.  Price  about 
R&D,  we  have  produced  light  weight  buoys  due  to  R&D  efforts. 
That  cuts  back  on  the  cost.  We  have  solarized  lights  so  we  don't 
have  to  run  generators  and  use  batteries. 

We  are  phasing  out  the  LORAN-C  system  and  will  be  replacing 
that  with  the  Differential  Global  Positioning  System  that  uses  the 
satellite  system  that  the  Department  of  Defense  has  put  up  for 
other  purposes.  Things  of  that  nature. 

We  are  cutting  back  on  the  number  of  buoy  tenders.  We  have 
now  27  ocean-going  buoy  tenders  and  11  coastal — 26  ocean-going 
and  11  coastal,  sorry.  We  are  cutting  back  to  a  total  of  30 — 16  and 
14 — by  looking  at  what  we  are  doing.  We  are  designing  ships  that 
are  going  to  do  the  same  job,  service  more  buoys  because  they  are 
faster  and  more  automated  and  do  it  with  less  people.  I  think  that 
aids  to  navigation  from  1988  to  1994 — that  is  the  data  we  provided 
the  staff — shows  relatively  constant  and  not  a  real  significant 
change  in  what  we  are  doing. 

CHINESE  MIGRANT  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Carr.  You  touched  on  the  Haitian  migration,  and  you  men- 
tioned the  People's  Republic  of  China.  That  is  a  long  boat  ride. 

Admiral  Kime.  Sir,  for  them  and  for  us.  We  have  had  a  couple  of 
instances,  off  the  east  coast  and  off  the  west  coast. 

The  most  recent  was  a  case  in  which  we  received  a  distress  mes- 
sage from  the  vessel  called  Eastwood  1,500  miles  west  of  Honolulu. 
We  sent  a  high  endurance  cutter  out  of  Honolulu,  and  we  found 
527  people  packed  into  the  hold  of  this  vessel,  some  up  on  deck  but 
most  packed  in  there  under  extremely  unsanitary  conditions,  abso- 
lutely no  food;  and  they  were  on  their  way  to  the  United  States.  In 
fact,  we  found  out  from  working  with  our  friends  in  the  intelli- 
gence community  that  there  were  perhaps  10  or  11  vessels  over  in 
Hong  Kong  and  Singapore  ready  to  do  the  same  thing.  So  we 
mounted  a  major  effort  there.  We  stabilized  the  situation  by  pro- 
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viding  food,  got  agreement  from  the  Government  of  the  Marshall 
Islands  to  bring  them  into  the  Marshall  Islands.  Department  of  De- 
fense set  up  temporary  facilities  for  them,  and  then  they  were 
flown  back  to  the  People's  Republic  of  China.  The  vessel  will  soon 
be  given  back  to  the  owner. 

But  that  is  an  indication.  There  we  wanted  to  first  save  lives; 
second,  we  wanted  to  show  the  responsibilities  of  the  flag  state,  and 
the  Government  of  Panama  paid  to  fly  the  people  back  because  it 
was  a  Panamanian  vessel. 

Finally,  we  wanted  to  show  the  responsibility  of  the  country 
from  which  these  people  emanate  by  getting  the  People's  Republic 
of  China  to  take  them  back.  This  was  a  Coast  Guard  operation/De- 
partment of  Defense  operation;  we  had  the  lead;  State  was  in- 
volved; INS  was  involved,  a  major  effort.  But  we  see  more  of  this 
happening. 

Mr.  Carr.  Who  owned  this  vessel? 

Admiral  Kime.  This  was  owned  by  a  group  of  people  who  regis- 
tered it  in  Panama  and  bare-boat  chartered  it  to  someone  else.  The 
person  in  charge  of  the  vessel  has  been  arrested.  He  is  in  Honolulu 
being  prosecuted  by  the  U.S.  attorney  now. 

This  is  an  example  of  how  it  is  not  just  Haitians.  As  to  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China,  in  1990,  we  had  none;  1991,  20;  and  in  cal- 
endar 1992,  613;  and  through  March  of  calendar  1993,  we  have  537 
so  far. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  1992  several  events  occurred  which  were  in  the  un- 
anticipated category,  like  the  Haitian  interdiction  and  hurricanes 
and  all  the  rest.  Now  you  say  we  got  a  new  threat  here  from 
China. 

Since  your  operating  budget  is  developed  by  estimating  additions 
and  subtractions  from  your  base  level  of  a  previous  year,  we  don't 
see  any  subtractions  for  Haitians  and  other  extraordinary  costs. 
You  are  apparently  not  convinced  that  that  will  go  away. 

Admiral  Kime.  In  fact 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  seeing  additions — maybe  you  have  pointed 
that  out — with  the  Chinese. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  removed  a  great  number  of  things  from 
the  budget  through  Category  1  reductions.  ASW,  which  is  no  longer 
a  threat.  The  EC- 130,  and  the  overseas  LORAN  stations  have  been 
removed.  Those  are  not  Haitians,  obviously.  But  let  me  say  we 
have  not  asked  for  more  money  for  Haitians  either. 

More  money  did  come  to  the  Coast  Guard,  not  for  our  Search  and 
Rescue  efforts,  but  for  the  loss  of  our  own  property  and  impact  on 
our  people  as  a  result  of  Hurricane  Andrew  with  the  supplemental. 
But  we  have  not  asked  for  more  money  for  the  Haitian  operations. 
We  spent  about  $20  million  on  that.  Of  that  net,  approximately  $5 
million  is  operating  over  and  above  the  funds  we  programmed  for 
the  vessels.  That  means  $15  million  is  money  programmed  for 
them.  Whether  that  will  increase  or  decrease  and  whether  we  are 
going  to  have  to  reprogram  or  ask  for  money  for  this  operation  is 
going  to  depend  on  what  happens. 

If  we  are  successful  in  this  deterrent  effort,  then  we  will  not 
have  to  come  forward  with  a  reprogramming  or  a  request  for  addi- 
tional funds.  But  we  are  looking  very  carefully  at  it. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Turning  back  to  the  Chinese  example  you  gave  us,  do 
you  have  to  keep  somebody  in  Hong  Kong,  for  example,  who  ferrets 
out  this  information? 

You  say  you  had  a  tip  or  got  information.  That  is  not  a  Coast 
Guard  asset  that  gives  that  to  you? 

Admiral  Kime.  No.  That  is  working  with  other  agencies  in  town 
that  would  provide  us  with  that  information. 

COAST  GUARD  PERSONNEL  OUTSIDE  U.S. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  Coast  Guard  personnel  are  stationed,  if 
you  will,  outside  the  United  States? 

Several  years  ago,  we  came  across  the  notion  that  the  Coast 
Guard  had  an  office  in  London,  I  think  it  was. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  we  have  any  London-type  offices? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  can  give  it  to  you  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  presently  has  246  personnel,  84  officers  and  162  enlisted,  as- 
signed to  permanent  stations,  or  billets,  in  24  different  countries.  In  addition  to 
these  permanent  billets,  there  are  presently  thirty  personnel  assigned  to  Law  En- 
forcement Detachments  (LEDETS)  in  support  of  the  United  Nation's  embargoes  of 
Bosnia  and  Iraq,  and  4  personnel  assigned  to  a  LEDET  in  support  of  Bolivian  river- 
ine operations.  Also,  on  average,  there  is  one  4-person  Mobile  Training  Team  de- 
ployed outside  the  U.S.  at  any  time.  We  have  provided  for  the  record  a  table  that 
displays  the  countries  where  we  have  assigned  Coast  Guard  personnel,  the  pay- 
grades  of  these  personnel,  and  the  function  these  personnel  perform. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  mentioned  we  were  phasing  out  LORAN,  and 
Department  of  Defense  needed  that  overseas.  We  have  an  office  in 
the  Far  Eastern  section  that  we  are  scaling  down  to  just  several 
people  there.  Those  will  be  people  that  interface  with  the  Japanese 
Maritime  Safety  Agency  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense 
forces  in  the  area. 

But  the  people  who  were  supervising  LORAN  will  be  brought 
back.  The  same  thing  applies  to  the  office  in  Europe  which  is  basi- 
cally in  support  of  the  LORAN  stations  that  are  there. 

The  other  people  that  we  have  overseas  have  been  requested  in 
embassies  in  south  Central  America  and  other  places  too — at  the 
request  of  the  Ambassador,  the  Department  of  State,  or  DEA — to 
augment  what  they  are  doing  down  there  in  our  specific  area  of  ex- 
pertise. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  let  me  just  run  briefly  down  the  list  that  you 
gave  us  last  year. 

Admiral  Kime.  Okay. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  tell  me  if  there  is  an  addition  or  subtraction.  I 
know  there  will  be  subtractions  because  I  see  LORAN. 

Antigua,  apparently  you  had  some  security  assistance  training  in 
Antigua.  Is  that  going  on  now? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  we  have  one  or  more  people  still  in  Anti- 
gua. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  what  kind  of  security  training  is  going  on? 

Admiral  Kime.  This  is  security  assistance  training  which  the 
Coast  Guard  is  not  authorized  to  fund.  It  is  funded  by  either  the 
Department  of  State  or  Department  of  Defense. 

Basically  what 

Mr.  Carr.  They  reimburse  you? 
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Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  It  is  an  effort  to  train  the  countries  to  do  the 
things  that  we  do. 

Mr.  Carr.  Bahamas,  you  had  a  lot  of  people  in  drug  interdiction? 

Admiral  Kime.  That's  OPBAT,  Operation  Bahamas,  Turks  and 
Caicos,  a  very  effective  operation  with  DEA  as  the  lead  agency. 
Coast  Guard  is  involved  in  that.  Department  of  Defense  is  involved. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  not  a  reimbursed  one? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  that  is  correct.  That  is  constant,  what  we  are 
doing  there. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  also  have  another  person  it  looks  like  in  the  Ba- 
hamas for  embassy  liaison? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  An  officer  there,  and  we  have  just  looked  at 
that;  and  we  have  decided  that  we  need  to  keep  him  to  coordinate 
the  law  enforcement  effort  going  on  there.  He  works  with  our 
people  in  the  Seventh  District  in  Miami.  He  was  requested  by  the 
Ambassador,  and  is  there  for  that  reason. 

Mr.  Carr.  Bahrain.  We  have  a  number  of  people  there.  Is  that 
left  over  from  the  Persian  Gulf  War?  Are  they  still  there? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  a  training  team  in  Bahrain  left  over 
from  the  Persian  Gulf,  yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  reimbursed? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  By  Department  of  Defense.  We  have  people 
in  the  Persian  Gulf  still,  boarding  teams,  enforcing  the  embargo. 
We  have  made  a  commitment  that  we  would  continue  to  do  that  as 
long  as  the  embargo  is  in  effect.  That  is  part  of  that  effort.  That 
has  been  drawn  down  significantly,  however. 

I  believe  that  is  a  reimbursable  one,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  people,  a  rough  idea,  on  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  have  that  exactly  for  you.  Just  a  second. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  show  10  from  last  year. 

Is  that  about  constant? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  22  now.  I  have  4  in  Bahrain,  which  are 
training  allied  and  U.S.  forces.  I  have  12  aboard  ship,  that  is  3 
boarding  detachments.  And  I  have  6  members  on  the  staff  of  Naval 
Forces  Central  Command  in  Bahrain.  So  that  is  why  you  get  the 
10 — 4  boarding  and  6  staff  members. 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  you  listed  a  defense  attache  in  Bolivia.  Is 
that  still  there? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  he  is  still  there.  That  is  at  the  request  of  the 
State  Department  and  U.S.  Ambassador.  And  there  is  a  MOU  that 
covers  that,  signed  by  State,  Coast  Guard,  and  the  Ambassador. 

Mr.  Carr.  Reimbursed,  right? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  Carr.  Canada,  one  person,  a  flight  liaison  person. 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  an  exchange  program.  We  have  aviation 
exchanges  with  the  UK  and  Canada.  We  have  cross  training. 

Mr.  Carr.  Defense  attache  in  Columbia? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Security  assistant  in  Costa  Rica,  one.  Is  that  a  reim- 
bursed one? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  so,  yes.  And  he  is  still  ther^. 

All  these  are  reimbursed,  I  think. 

Mr.  Carr.  Cuba,  I  think  that  is  fairly  self-explanatory. 

You  got  two  people  apparently  in  Germany,  CINCEUR  staff. 
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Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  They  are  working  there  at  the  request  of  the 
Department  of  Defense.  They  are  very  actively  working  in  imple- 
menting the  initiative  that  the  administration  has  taken  with  the 
previous  Soviet  republics  of  seeing  what  we  can  do  to  help  them  in 
their  transition  to  a  market  economy.  They  are  developing  coast 
guards. 

One  of  these  people  speaks  the  language  and  is  being  used  for 
that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  reimbursed? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  Haiti  there  is  an  embassy  liaison. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  We  have  had  that  there  for  about  20  years,  if 
not  longer. 

Mr.  Carr.  Skip  over  Iceland  and  Italy.  Those  are  the  LORAN 
stations. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Jamaica,  security  assistance;  is  that  still  there? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Japan,  you  have  a  lot  of 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  because  of  the  LORAN  and  Far  Eastern 
section  there  that  I  was  talking  about.  They  will  scale  down  to  sev- 
eral people. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mexico's  defense  attache. 

Admiral  Kime.  That  was  at  the  request  of  the  Ambassador  to 
Mexico.  I  was  just  down  there,  and  Ambassador  Negroponte,  rated 
the  importance  of  that  position  very  high. 

In  fact,  that  defense  attache  is  probably  more  effective  than  any 
other  we  have  now  on  our  relations  with  the  Mexican  Government. 

Mr.  Carr.  Five  or  six  people  in  Panama,  are  they  still  there? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  We  have  people  in  Panama  for  different  rea- 
sons, concerning  the  Panama  Canal.  We  have  people  going  down, 
short-term,  to  help  Panama  in  establishing  its  own  Coast  Guard. 
That  is  reimbursable. 

Mr.  Carr.  Two  in  Singapore. 

Admiral  Kime.  U.S.  flag  vessels  were  built  and  inspected  in 
Singapore,  and  that  is  for  inspection.  It  is  cost  prohibitive  and  hard 
on  people  and  disruptive  to  the  industry  to  try  to  fly  people  over 
there  all  the  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Spain  is  LORAN. 

Sweden,  World  Maritime  University,  one  person. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  As  a  professor.  World  Maritime  University  is 
sponsored  by  the  International  Maritime  Organization.  That  is 
where  we  are  training  mariners  from  Third  World  countries.  And 
this  is  much  in  the  U.S.  benefit  to  do  that  because  since  95  percent 
of  our  products  that  come  into  this  country  are  moved  on  foreign 
flag  ships. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  there  any  additions  to  the  list  that  I  have — I  have 
skipped  over  a  couple  obvious  ones.  But  are  there  additions  to  the 
list  for  this  year?  Did  you  put  somebody  where  they  were  not 
before? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  think  there  is. 

The  one  addition,  we  have  an  exchange  with  the  Australian 
Navy.  Their  CNO  came  out  to  Washington  to  see  if  we  could  ex- 
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change  one  officer  each  to  learn  from  what  we  are  both  doing. 
They  have  one  here,  and  we  have  one  there. 

I  don't  know  of  any  other  full-time  people  that  we  have,  Mr. 
Carr.  I  can  look  at  our  records  and — you  are  reading  from  the 
record  of  last  year? 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  yes. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  will  provide  you  any  that  I  cannot  provide  off 
the  top  of  my  head. 

OVERSEAS  BILLETS  BY  COUNTRY 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  don't  you,  in  bold  face  or  underline  or  overstrike 
or  something,  indicate  changes  from  the  previous  year. 
Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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The  table  that  follows  displays  Coast  Guard  overseas  billets 
by  country.   It  is  the  same  table  provided  for  last  year's 
hearings,  edited  to  indicate  changes  since  last  year.   New 
billets  that  have  been  added  since  last  year's  hearings  are 
indicated  by  boldface  text.   Billets  listed  last  year  that  have 
been  deleted  or  modified  in  number  are  indicated  by  overstrike 
text.   Where  billet  numbers  were  modified,  the  new  number  of 
billets  follows  the  struck-out  number  of  billets.   The  updated 
version  of  this  table  is  being  provided  once  again  for  this 
year's  hearing  record. 


COUNTRY 
Antigua 


PAY  GRADES 
03,  2-POls 


FUNCTION 

Security 

Assistance, 

Training 


Australia 
Bahamas 


03 

04 

05,  04,  03, 

2-02s  3-02s,  2-Ols, 

CPO,  POl, 

5-P02g  3-P02S,  P03 


RAM  Liaison 

Embassy  Liaison 
Drug  Interdiction 


Bahrain 


06,  2-043  04,       Multi-National 
4-03G  03,  02  2-02S,  Maritime 


Qi,    GW03,  POl 


Interception 
Operation  (MMIO) 
Support  Staff 


Bolivia 

04 

Defense  Attache 

Canada 

©3  2-03S 

Flight  Liaison 

Colombia 

05 

Defense  Attache 

Costa  Rica 

03 

Security  Assistance 

Cuba 

05,  2-03S,  CW02 

MCPO,  SCPO, 
4-CP03, 

6-POls  2-POls, 
2-P03G,  SN 

Navy  Fleet 
Training  Group 

Germany 

0^  05,  04 

CINCEUR  Staff 
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Haiti 

Iceland 

Italy 


Jamaica 
Japan 


Sweden 
Turkey 


04  05 
03,  CW02 


Embassy  Liaison 
LORAN 


2 -03s,  3-CW040,      LORAN 

2-CW02S,  3-CPOs, 

9-POlo  7-POls, 

6-P02S  9-P02S, 

^^-P03s,  10-P03S, 

1-SN,  1  FN  2-SN 

04 

04 

06,  05,  4  03o, 
3-02S,  2-CW04S, 
6-CW03S  2-CW03S, 
3-CW02S  4-CW02S, 
11-CP03  13-CPOs, 
18-POls, 

21-P02S  13-P02S, 
18-P03G  9-P03S, 
12-SN  21-SN,  2-FN  6-FN 


MMIO  Support  Staff 

Security  Assistance 
LORAN  Support 


Mexico 

04 

Panama 

06 

06 

05, 

05 

03 

Scotland 

03 

'.    *  1 

Singapore 

04, 

03 

Spain 

02,  CW02,  2-CPOs 
4-POls,  3-P02S 
4-P03S  3-P03S, 
2-SN  1-SN 

03 


02,  CW02,  2-CPOs 
S-PGls  3-POls, 
a-P02s  3-P02S, 
4-P03S  3-P03S,  2-FN 


Defense  Attache 

Panama  Canal 
Commission 
Security  Liaison 
CINCSOUTH  staff 
Embassy  Liaison 


Flight  Exchange 
Marine  Inspections 
LORAN 


World  Maritime 
University 

LORAN 
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United  Kingdom  05,  04,  03,  CWO     Marine  Inspection 
06,  3-05S,  2-04s,    Activities  Europe 
2-03S,  1-03S, 
3-CW03S,  2-CW02S, 
SCPO,  2-CPO,  1-CPO, 
6-POl  5-POls, 
7-P02S  5-P02S, 
1-P03 

2-03s  (Not  new.      Royal  Navy/Air 
inadvertently  not   Force  Flight 
listed  last  year.)   Exchange 

Venezuela     04  Defense  Attache 

As  of  March  24,  1992,  April  30,  1993,  there  were  iB   16  Coast 
Guard  personnel  assigned  to  Law  Enforcements  Detachments  (LEDETS) 
embarked  In  USN  ships  in  support  of  the  United  Nations  (U.N. ) 
embargo  of  Iraq-;  one  liaison  officer  attached  to  the  NATO  flag 
ship,  a  5  person  LEDET  deployed  on  a  USN  ship,  and  two  teams  of  4 
persons  each  conducting  training  in  Romania  and  Bulgaria  In 
support  of  the  U.N.  embargo  of  Serbia/Montenegro;  and  a  4  person 
International  maritime  law  enforcement  team  assigned  in  support 
of  Bolivian  riverine  operations  and  training.   Also,  on  average, 
there  is  one  four-person  Mobile  Training  Team  deployed  outside  of 
the  U.S.  at  any  one  time.   Also, — thoro  arc  nino  porsonnol  in 
temporary  duty  asoignmonts  in  South  Amorican  countrioo  to  aooiot 
with  drug  law  onforoomont  of forts. 

The  pay  grade  abbreviations  in  the  above  table  are: 

06  -  Captain 

05  -  Commander 

04  -  Lieutenant  Commander 

03  -  Lieutenant 

02  -  Lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

01  -  Ensign 

CWO  (2,  3,  or  4)  -  Chief  Warrant  Officer  (pay  grade  2,  3  or  4) 

SCPO  -  Senior  Chief  Petty  Officer 

CPO   -  Chief  Petty  Officer 

POl   -  First  Class  Petty  Officer 

P02   -  Second  Class  Petty  Officer 

P03   -  Third  Class  Petty  Officer 

SN  -   Seaman 

FN   -   Fireman 
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SPARE  PARTS  INVENTORIES 


Mr.  Carr.  Two  of  the  seven  high-risk  areas  for  management  im- 
provement Usted  in  the  President's  budgets  are  Coast  Guard  issues. 
One  is  a  carry  over  from  the  previous  years  problems  in  the  major 
system  acquisitions,  but  a  new  area  this  year  cites  inadequate  logis- 
tical support  for  spare  parts  at  Coast  Guard  field  activities. 

According  to  the  budget,  increased  costs  in  the  Coast  Guard's  five 
year  $1.5  billion  procurement  plan  are  likely  if  improvements  are 
not  made. 

What  specific  action  is  top  management  at  the  Coast  Guard 
taking  to  improve  the  major  system  acquisition  procedures?  Is 
there  any  noticeable  improvement  at  all  from  last  year? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  Mr.  Carr.  I  went  into  depth  in  the  AR&SC 
concerning  the  parts,  if  that  is  sufficient. 

Let  me  touch  on  what  we  are  doing  as  far  as  ships.  We  are  com- 
pleting a  wall-to-wall  inventory  of  ship  repairable  parts.  And  the 
Department  of  Transportation  has  audited  that  inventory,  and  we 
are  working  on  the  recommendations.  We  are  developing  inventory 
models  and  SAIL  that  we  talked  about. 

The  program,  System  to  Automate  and  Integrate  logistics,  is 
being  looked  at.  That  is  also  configuration  control.  We  have  taken 
some  good  steps  in  both  areas,  I  think. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  answer  to  Mr.  Price  is  sufficient;  however,  I 
want  to  ask  you  the  question  that  is  tangential  to  that,  that  is  deal- 
ing with  bogus  spare  parts. 

Have  you  dealt  with  the  Inspector  General?  Was  the  Coast 
Guard  caught  with  any  bogus  spare  parts? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  I  don't  think  the  Coast  Guard  was.  We  did 
work  with  the  IG  out  on  that.  Let  me  ask  Admiral  Herr  if  he 
has 

Admiral  Herr.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  we  have  not  had 
any  problems. 

Mr.  Carr.  Did  the  IG  go  do  that? 

Admiral  Herr.  I  don't  believe  they  looked  into  that  specifically. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  might  be  a  good  idea  to  go  check.  We  caught  this  at 
the  FA  A.  Somebody  goes  into  a  spare  parts  bin  and  lifts  out  a 
bunch  of  parts  you  cannot  document;  you  have  to  assume  they  are 
bogus.  And  then  this  committee  gets  the  unenviable  job  of  appro- 
priating more  money  to  buy  parts  that  are  documented.  Given  it  is 
an  activity  of  the  IG,  one  which  we  think  is  worthwhile,  it  might 
bear  having  someone.  Admiral,  take  a  little  time  and  make  sure 
the  Coast  Guard  is  in  compliance  and  not  buying  parts  for  which 
we  have  to  find  expensive  replacements  for. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  will  look  at  that  and  report  back  for  the 
record,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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We  took  a  close  look  at  our  procedures  for  ensuring  that  we  do 
not  buy  bogus  parts  for  either  our  vessels  or  our  aircraft. 

Our  non-aviation  Supply  Centers  report  that  bogus  parts  have 
not  been  a  problem.   (This  includes  both  marine  and  electronic 
parts. )   Likewise,  we  have  not  received  any  complaints  from  our 
operating  units.   Often  our  parts  come  from  original  equipment 
manufacturers.   When  we  find  less  costly  sources  of  supply, 
through  our  spare  parts  breakout  program,  these  sources  and  the 
parts  they  provide  are  checked  out  carefully.   We  have  had 
isolated  instances  of  substandard  parts  being  installed  in 
reparable  items  under  various  overhaul  contracts,  but  these  have 
been  dealt  with  as  contract  violations  and  resolved  under  normal 
procurement  procedures  or  when  warranted  through  civil  and 
criminal  processes. 

To  prevent  bogus  aircraft  parts  from  entering  our  inventory, 
we  do  the  following: 

o  Common  military  hardware  is  screened  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  (DoD).  We  participate  in  their  programs;  e.g.  the 
Aircraft  Repair  and  Supply  Center  (ARSC)  receives  DoD  messages  to 
investigate  suspect  stock,  or  to  suspend  stock  that  is  under 
investigation.   Two  years  ago,  after  receipt  of  DoD/USAF  IG 
Safety  Alert  91-04  dated  26  February  1991  (Notification  of 
Potentially  Defective  Hydraulic  Fittings),  ARSC  conducted  an 
extensive  review.   A  total  of  278  counterfeit  parts,  valued  at 
$802.12  were  pulled  and  scrapped.   The  items  were  hydraulic 
fittings  ranging  from  a  62C  tube  reducer  to  $13.49  tube  tees. 

o   The  DOT/IG  involves  ARSC  Quality  Assurance  (QA)  staff  in 
their  investigations  of  suspected  counterfeit  parts.  We  screen 
material  against  their  suspected  "hit  lists".  The  DOT/IG  staff 
and  ARSC's  QA  staff  jointly  analyze  Coast  Guard  Quality 
Deficiency  Reports  (QDRs)  to  identify  potential  target  firms  that 
may  be  shipping  counterfeit  parts;  e.g.  a  recent  joint 
investigation  identified  an  avionics  repair  contractor  that  may 
be  conducting  fraudulent  repairs.  This  contractor  has  a  pending 
investigation.   To  date,  no  counterfeit  parts  have  been 
identified  from  the  DOT/IG  hit  lists. 

o  ARSC's  QA  staff  conducts  routine  inspections  of  incoming 
material.   These  Inspections  are  samples,  but  QDR  patterns  are 
used  to  identify  targets. 

o  Parts  for  the  HU-25A  and  HH-65A,  French  aircraft  that  are  not 
common  to  DoD,  come  primarily  from  the  manufacturers.  Both 
manufacturers  have  good  track  records  in  providing  screened 
material.  Some  parts  have  been  through  our  breakout  program  to 
allow  us  to  buy  the  parts  direct,  without  a  middleman,  at  a  cost 
savings.  The  breakout  program  is  rigorous  enough  in  the  interest 
of  flight  safety  that  it  prevents  buying  counterfeit  parts. 
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LOGISTICS  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  we  were  told  that  the  Volpe  National  Trans- 
portation System  Center  had  made  some  suggestions  with  regard  to 
logistics  management. 

Have  you  followed  their  suggestions?  Do  you  have  any  comments 
on  them? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  They  are  the  contractor  we  are  using  for  the 
SAIL  project  that  we  talked  about. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  the  new  Aviation  Maintenance 
Management  Information  System?  Can  you  tell  us  how  this  will 
improve  your  spare  parts  logistics  support? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  That  will  be  on  line,  we  hope,  within  about  a 
year.  It  will,  I  think,  give  us  significant  capability  to  improve  some 
of  the  things  that  we  have  been  doing. 

We  have  taken  some  significant  steps,  I  think;  and  we  have  pro- 
vided these  to  the  staff,  in  addition  to  refining  our  provisioning 
model  and  reducing  lead  times  for  manufacture  and  procurement 
and  stock  levels,  this  will  enable  us  to  manage  the  system  instead 
of  doing  this  by  hand.  The  effort  we  have  been  doing  now,  we  will 
be  able  to  have  this  automated.  I  think  we  have  already  gained 
benefits.  And  when  the  system  does  come  on  line,  I  think  we  will 
gain  even  more. 

OIL  SPILL  SIMULATORS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Com- 
mittee inserted  a  provision  in  their  legislation  which  was  enacted 
after  the  annual  appropriations  act  that  would  require  the  Coast 
Guard  to  pay  for  two  oil  spill  pollution  simulators. 

The  simulators  are  intended  for  the  Massachusetts  Maritime 
Academy  and  a  similar  institution  associated  with  Texas  A&M 
University.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Coast  Guard  cannot 
pay  for  these  simulators  without  approval  in  the  form  of  a  repro- 
gramming  request.  Is  that  correct? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  that  reprogramming  request? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  sent  reprogramming  requests  forward  to 
the  Department.  It  has  not  come  forward  from  there  yet. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  talked  about  this  program  the  other  day.  I  under- 
stand from  that  conversation  that,  this  particular  item  is  a  user 
pass  through,  that  you  wouldn't  operate  any  oil  spill  simulators. 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  correct.  Whether  we  could  use  it  or  not,  I 
don't  know.  I  have  a  team  going  up  to  Massachusetts  Maritime  to 
look  at  exactly  what  they  have  on  the  23rd  of  this  month  to  see  if 
there  could  be  Coast  Guard  utilization  of  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  you  be  charged  rent  for  it  if  you  used  it?  Would 
there  be  a  fee  for  use  of  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  would  be  my  supposition,  but  I  cannot  say 
definitely. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  we  buy  something;  hand  it  over  to  the 
private  institution,  even  though  it  is  a  public  state  agency;  and  if 
we  use  it,  we  get  charged  for  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  no  agreement  with  them.  But  that 
would  be  a  consideration  we  would  have  to  look  into  with  any  facil- 
ity like  this. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Let's  take  it  out  of  the  context  of  Massachusetts  and 
Texas. 

Can  you  briefly  describe  for  me  what  is  an  oil  spill  simulator?  I 
have  never  seen  one. 

Admiral  Kime.  What  it  is,  it  is  a  computer  simulation  to  help  in 
training  to  respond  to  oil  spills.  And  it  will  train  people  that  par- 
ticipate in  the  response  to  an  oil  spill  to  simulate  deploying  re- 
sources, oil  skimming,  direct  recovery,  containment  and  cleanup 
operations,  and  communications. 

They  can  learn  the  unpredictability  of  an  oil  spill,  the  wind  can 
shift  and  change  the  flow  of  the  oil. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  a  computer? 

Admiral  Kime.  A  computerized  system,  yes,  that  will  simulate 
that. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  mean  it  is  not  a  tank  of  water  or  anything  like 
that?  It  is  all  on  a  computer? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  a  command  and  management  tool,  Mr. 
Chairman.  As  far  as  I  know  it  is  not  a  tank  of  water.  As  far  as  I 
know,  it  is  completely  dry. 

Mr.  Carr.  Completely  dry.  Like  a  big  video  game? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  Certainly  it  is  a  simulation  to  the  extent 
video  games  are  simulations,  yes;  that  is  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  all  kinds  of  simulators,  and  I  don't  mean  to 
put  them  in  a  pejorative  sense.  Flight  simulators  are  all 

Admiral  Kime.  Certainly  we  conduct  spill  response  drills  now 
where  we  send  teams  around  the  country.  We  have  done  6  per 
year.  We  hope  to  do  12  per  year  now.  And  they  simulate  oil  spills 
and  do  command  and  control  exercises.  This  is  something  similar, 
except  that  it  is  computerized. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  this  already  exists?  That  is  not  the  case? 

Admiral  Kime.  My  understanding  is  that  all  or  part  of  it  exists 
at  the  Massachusetts  Maritime  Academy. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  it  is,  essentially — a  computer  and  software  program 
is  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  idea  what  kind  of  computer  they 
use? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't.  We  have  a  team  going  up  later  this  week 
to  do  a  detailed  analysis  of  what  they  have  and  what  they  are 
doing. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  this  something  that — oh,  I  am  just  really  trying  to 
get  my  arms  around  what  it  is  because  it  is  an  issue  that  is  used 
far  much — taken  up  far  more  of  my  time  than  I  would  have  liked. 

So  if  it  is  a  computer  program,  does  it  have  any  portability?  Or  is 
your  team  going  to  report  that  to  you? 

Admiral  Kime.  They  will  report  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  But  my  un- 
derstanding is  that  it  does  not  have  portability. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  it  operate  on  a  large  mainframe  computer  that 
can't  be  run  around? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  can't  answer  that  until  my  people  get  back,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Flight  simulators,  as  we  know,  have  the  benefit  of 
having  an  airplane  feel  to  it.  It  is  an  airplane  cockpit,  a  real  one. 
The  instruments  are  driven  by  the  computer  rather  than  by  the 
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other — the  sensors  are  changed,  but  the  display  has  fideUty.  And 
some  of  the  motion  simulators,  they  have  physical  attributes  to 
really  fool  the  body  into  believing  you  are  actually  in  an  airplane. 

Does  the  oil  spill  simulator  have  any  of  those  kinds  of  attributes? 

Admiral  Kime.  No. 

My  understanding  is  that  this  is  a  command  and  management 
simulator  that  looks  into  exercising  the  existing  plans  in  response 
to  an  oil  spill;  takes  input  as  to  what  was  deployed,  under  what 
conditions  it  has  in  its  database;  what  that  piece  of  equipment 
could  do  to  cleanup  the  oil;  has  checks  in  it  to  see  if  all  the  people 
who  should  have  been  contacted  or  responded  did  so;  things  of  that 
nature.  It  is  not  something  that  would  simulate,  actually,  spilling 
oil  on  the  water  and  cleaning  it  up  in  some  artificial  way. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  if  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  has  al- 
ready paid  for  this,  is  there  a  reason  why  the  Coast  Guard  should 
reimburse  them  for  it? 

Do  you  have  an  ongoing,  rather  recurring  need  to  train  people  in 
management  strategies  of  oil  spills? 

Admiral  Kime.  This  was  not  a  Coast  Guard  initiative,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. It  was  something  that  we  were  asked  to  pay  for,  and  we  are 
going  through  a  reprogramming  step  to  do  that  now. 

To  what  degree  the  Coast  Guard  can  use  this  simulator  and  to 
what  degree  it  would  be  made  available  to  us  free  of  charge,  I  don't 
know.  That  is  something  we  will  have  to  find  out. 

As  to  how  it  has  been  financed  up  to  now,  I  have  really  no  idea. 

MANUFACTURER  OF  OIL  SPILL  SIMULATOR 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  reading  from  a  newspaper  article  from  the  Jour- 
nal of  Commerce,  and  it  says  that  the  oil  spill  simulator  will  be 
manufactured  by  Nor-Control,  A.V.,  a  Norwegian  company;  is  that 
right? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  I  know  of  that  company.  I  can't  verify  that 
that  is  who  manufactured  the  computer.  They  do  manufacture 
these  computers. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  are  a  computer  manufacturer?  I  am  unfamiliar 
with  them. 

Admiral  Kime.  Or  system  manufacturer,  yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  also  appears  that  Mobile  Oil  donated  some  money  to 
this  effort;  is  that  right? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  have  no  idea,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Doesn't  the  Coast  Guard  have  under  way  now  internal 
efforts  to  prepare  a  training  syllabus  for  oil  simulators  under  the 
guidance  of  the  National  Strike  Force  Coordination  Center? 

Admiral  Kime.  This  is  for  simulations.  I  don't  know  if  they  would 
use  computers.  The  National  Strike  Force  Coordinating  Center 
down  in  Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina,  has  been  charged  with  con- 
ducting these  drills  that  I  talked  about,  putting  together  the  sce- 
narios. 

We  began  this  back  in  the  late  1970s  and  early  1980s  in  doing 
this.  And  we  have  a  traveling  team  that  goes  around  to  various  lo- 
cations and  puts  on  these  simulated  drills. 

maritime  academy  simulators 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  let  me  ask  you  the  bottom-line  information 
about  this.  Number  one,  why  should  the  Coast  Guard  be  financing 
these  things? 

And  how  is  buying  two  Maritime  Academy  computer  simulators 
in  the  National  interest? 
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Is  it  a  good  use  of  taxpayer  funds? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  this  is  something  that  was  not  a  Coast 
Guard  initiative.  It  was  an  initiative  of  the  Congress.  We  are  trying 
to  comply  with  that  initiative.  It's  time  to  delve  into  it  to  answer 
better,  not  only  this  question  you  ask,  but  other  questions,  as  to 
how  the  Coast  Guard  would  be  able  to  utilize  this. 

I  see  it  as  having  no  choice  but  to  make  an  attempt  to  buy  it 
based  on  what  the  law  says.  At  the  same  time,  we  are  delving  into 
it  to  see 

Mr.  Carr.  The  law  doesn't  give  you  money  to  buy  it. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  say,  attempt  to  buy  it.  I  don't  say  buy  it.  I  mean 
to  say  attempt  to.  You  are  right. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  information  supplied  to  the  committee  in  late 
January  by  the  Coast  Guard  indicated  that  Texas  A&M  was  not  as 
far  along  with  its  program  as  the  Massachusetts  Maritime  Acade- 
my. The  data  included  an  observation  that  Texas  A&M  had  not  de- 
cided if  it  wanted  to  purchase  a  simulator  identical  to  the  Massa- 
chusetts Maritime  or  pursue  another  course  of  action.  The  Coast 
Guard  concluded  that,  in  either  case,  Texas  A&M  is  several  months 
away  from  completion  of  specifications  for  development. 

Is  this  statement  still  accurate? 

Admiral  Kime.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  Texas  A&M  doesn't  know  what  simulator  it  intends 
to  buy,  why  should  we  even  think  of  reprogramming. 

Does  the  request  include  them? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir,  because  the  law  says  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  law  didn't  direct  you  to  do  a  reprogramming, 
though,  did  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  The  law  directed  us  to  do  it  and  the  only  way  we 
can  do  it  is  to  go  ahead  and  put  forward  a  request  for  reprogram- 
ming. The  Chairman  and  Minority  Members  of  our  authorizing 
committee,  I  think,  have  been  in  touch  with  you  and  with  Senator 
Lautenberg  to  discuss  the  issue. 

If  I  could  add,  our  coordination  center  in  North  Carolina  is  part 
of  the  group  looking  to  see  if  there  would  be  any  benefit  to  this 
computer  either  for  utilization  by  the  Coast  Guard  or  to  certify 
contractors  who  would  be  referenced  in  the  response  plans. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  is  the  reprogramming  now?  Did  you  send  that 
over  to  0MB. 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  at  Department  of  Transportation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  wouldn't  you  wait  until  the  review  was  in  before 
you  sent  the  reprogramming? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  moving  the  request  along.  I  don't  think 
the  law  gave  us  any  recourse,  and  the  authorization  committee  has 
indicated  to  us  they  feel  that  there  is  no  discretion  here.  We  testi- 
fied on  this  recently,  last  week  I  guess,  or  two  weeks  ago,  before 
that  full  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  am  saying  is,  I  am  between  the  author- 
izers  and  appropriators,  which  is  not  a  very  comfortable  place  to 
be.  And  I  think  you  appreciate  that.  And  I  appreciate  the  tone  and 
temperance  of  your  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  think  maybe  we  ought  to  get  a  reprogramming 
request  to  create  a  simulator  with  strategies  for  inventive  ways  for 
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getting  money  out  of  Congress  and  call  it  the  "pork  simulator"  and 
get  you  to  fund  it. 

Admiral  Kime.  You  will  have  to  get  a  reprogramming,  sir. 

TOTAL  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  turning  to  management  and  planning  issues,  Ad- 
miral, your  statement  recognizes  the  role  of  TQM,  the  Coast 
Guard's  drive  toward  excellence.  And  you  state,  "TQM  is  firmly  es- 
tablished in  the  Coast  Guard  and  has  become  the  process  we  use  to 
determine  how  to  deliver  the  right  services  to  the  public  at  the 
right  time  in  the  right  way."  One  of  the  hallmarks  of  TQM  is  sta- 
tistical process  control  or  the  measurement  of  output  and  activity 
to  enable  managers  to  measure  progress  being  made. 

As  you  heard  this  morning,  Mr.  Mead  stated  in  his  prepared  tes- 
timony: "Although  the  programs  have  differed,  we  found  that  the 
same  management  weaknesses  have  recurred  that  handicap  the 
Coast  Guard's  ability  to  effectively  manage  its  resources — (1)  weak- 
nesses in  its  acquisition  process,  (2)  insufficient  base  of  information 
about  programs  and  activities,  and  (3)  an  inability  to  measure  the 
results  of  programs  and  activities." 

It  is  not  exactly  a  ringing  endorsement  of  the  TQM  program.  So 
maybe  you  could  give  us  a  short  response  to  the  GAOs  criticism  on 
that  point. 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say:  Which  is  the 
chicken,  and  which  is  the  egg?  I  think  that  the  problem  occurred 
before  TQM  occurred,  and  TQM  is  an  effort  to  solve  this  problem. 

Let  me  say  that  parts  of  this  problem — the  acquisition  problem 
discussed  in  some  detail — I  could  go  back  and  repeat  if  you  would 
like,  but  I  have  mentioned  the  initiatives  we  have  taken  to  try  to 
solve  our  acquisition  problems.  I  think  I  mentioned  the  future  ef- 
forts we  are  making  and  some  examples  of  successes. 

So  if  that  is  sufficient  information  for  the  committee,  I  could  go 
on  to  look  at  the  other  two  parts  of  this  issue.  The  first  is  informa- 
tion, the  database.  The  second  is  measures  of  effectiveness.  We 
have  talked  about  these  in  general,  but  maybe  some  more  discus- 
sions are  in  order. 

I  think  we  recognize  that  we  certainly  need  a  more  comprehen- 
sive datab£ise  for  the  Coast  Guard  than  we  have.  We  need  one  that 
is  more  user  friendly  as  far  as  putting  data  in  and  having  the  abili- 
ty to  manipulate  it;  the  corporate  database  is  the  goal,  and  it  is 
something  we  are  working  on. 

We  have  discussed  this  with  GAO,  and  we  have  taken  not  only 
what  they  have  said  in  their  reports,  but  we  have  had  some  exten- 
sive discussions  with  them  outside  of  that. 

I  mentioned  before  that  this  is  a  very  difficult  area  to  work  on 
but  we  are  moving  forward,  and  there  are  three  things  that  we  are 
trying  to  do. 

The  first  is  the  development  of  better  data  systems  which  sup- 
port our  operating  and  support  programs. 

Second  is  the  use  of  TQM  and  re-engineering  to  refine  our  busi- 
ness processes  to  better  define  what  we  are  doing;  and,  third,  the 
maintenance  of  a  standardized  client  server  mechanism.  The  third 
is  the  Coast  Guard  standard  work  station  whereby  we  can  comma- 
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nicate  throughout  the  Coast  Guard  from  any  place  in  the  United 
States  and  some  places  overseas. 

We  are  developing  some  better  data  systems.  The  MISLE  system, 
which  combines  the  Marine  Safety  Network,  Vessel  Identification 
System  and  Law  Enforcement  Information  System  II  is  one  exam- 
ple. 

We  are  trying  to  work  in  logistics  data  with  AMMIS,  the  avia- 
tion program  you  just  mentioned,  to  help  us  in  the  SAIL  program 
that  I  just  mentioned. 

We  are  in  the  R&D  stage  on  some  other  of  these  projects. 

One  of  those  in  the  R&D  stage  is  the  Operations  Information 
System  which  will  give  us  information  to  our  operating  units  on  a 
real-  or  near-time  basis.  We  have,  as  we  have  talked  about,  in  the 
1994  R&D  TQM  budget,  money  for  a  Management  Support  System 
for  the  Office  of  Chief  of  Staff.  This  would  be  a  cross-functional 
system  to  access  data  from  multiple  databases  and  provide  our 
planners  and  resource  managers  with  the  ability  to  better  analyze 
the  data  that  we  have. 

So  we  are  reassessing  our  business  practices  in  the  Coast  Guard. 
I  think  TQM  is  helping  us  significantly  in  that.  We  have  made 
some  significant  strides  in  what  we  are  doing.  It  is  not  a  program. 
It  is  a  way  of  doing  business.  It  is  a  way  of  thinking.  We  are  a 
multi-mission  organization  and  prone  to  have  stove  pipes  and  rice 
bowls.  What  we  have  done  with  TQM  is  get  people  to  focus  on  the 
customer  first,  vertically  and  horizontally  across  the  Coast  Guard, 
in  what  we  are  doing. 

I  think  that  we  have  made  significant  strides  in  that.  We  are  not 
there  yet.  I  know  that.  I  know  it  is  a  problem.  It  was  a  problem 
when  I  became  Commandant,  and  it  will  be  a  problem  somewhat 
when  I  leave.  We  are  making  steady  progress,  and  you  have  my 
commitment  to  doing  that.  Certainly  I  have  stressed  the  impor- 
tance of  that  to  my  top  managers.  And  they  have,  I  think,  accepted 
that  responsibility. 

TQM  TRAINING  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  employees  have  you  trained  in  TQM?  And 
how  do  you  train  them?  And  how  much  money  do  you  spend  on 
TQM  training? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  embarked  on  this — let  me  talk  a  little 
bit  about  how  TQM  got  started  in  the  Coast  Guard. 

It  got  started  before  I  did.  I  was  not  totally  a  believer  before  I 
became  Commandant.  But  when  I  did  become  Commandant,  I  be- 
lieved it  was  necessary  if  we  were  to  be  cost-effective,  provide  the 
necessity  oversight,  and  provide  the  services  to  the  public.  We 
started  contracting  with  a  company,  ODI,  to  provide  training  to  our 
people. 

In  addition  to  that,  what  we  tried  to  do  was  to  begin  training 
ourselves,  and  we  created  a  Quality  Institute  at  our  leadership 
school  in  Petaluma,  California.  We  have  devoted  several  resources 
to  that.  We  have  spent  totally,  right  now,  about  $7.2  million  in  im- 
plementing TQM  in  the  Coast  Guard  for  training  and  implementa- 
tion. From  headquarters,  we  have  funded  about  $4.6  million  and 
about  $1.6  million  from  the  units. 
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The  14  people,  7  of  them  comprise  the  Quality  Institute  at  Peta- 
luma,  and  7  comprise  the  quality  staff  that  report  to  me  in  what 
we  are  doing. 

We  would  expect  that  the  cost  of  this  in  fiscal  year  1993  will  be 
$3.1  million,  something  from  our  funds  that  we  have  for  training 
and  management  in  our  base;  perhaps  in  the  outyears,  the  cost  will 
be  about  $2.8  million. 

We  think  that  we  have  more  than  achieved  efficiencies,  more 
cost  avoidance,  and  better  service  to  the  public  with  this  money. 

Let  me  give  you  a  prime  example.  If  I  were  to  go  out  and  buy  a 
new  high-endurance  cutter,  I  would  have  to  come  to  you  and  ask 
for  $350  million  and  then  go  through  the  agony  of  the  procurement 
process. 

By  using  TQM  principles,  we  have  been  able  to  better  manage 
the  cutters  that  we  have  so  that  we  have  gained  an  additional 
cutter  year  of  operating  days  through  total  quality  management. 
So  that  is  significant — that  is  going  to  be  a  continuing  benefit  to 
us.  Most  of  the  things  that  we  have  done  are  things  that  we  can 
better  serve  the  public  with. 

A  good  example  is,  and  I  had  a  discussion  with  Mr.  Wolf  about 
whether  we  were  policemen  or  lifesavers  or  whatever.  There  was 
some  concern  that  in  the  drug  interdiction  effort.  Coast  Guard 
boarding  teams  were  insensitive  to  people  when  they  went  to  do 
the  boarding,  whether  it  was  mom  and  pop  out  for  a  cruise  on 
Sunday  or  whether  we  were  in  the  Caribbean.  We  used  TQM  to 
identify  why  people  felt  that  way,  to  what  extent  it  was  real,  to 
what  extent  it  was  perception,  and  we  instituted  about  10  different 
actions  which  did  not  cost  us  anything.  We  did  not  come  to  you  and 
ask  for  money  for  that  to  improve  what  we  have  done.  I  don't 
spend  time  answering  letters  to  Members  of  Congress  and  to  direct 
letters  to  constituents  about  our  boarding  programs.  We  have  im- 
proved that.  To  that  extent,  I  think  it  is  very  important. 

I  was  asked,  because  of  the  strides  we  have  made  in  TQM,  to 
brief  the  Director  of  the  FBI.  He  asked  me  personally,  and  his 
senior  management  asked,  what  we  were  doing.  Also  the  Deputy 
Director  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  asked  the  same  thing. 

We  have  provided  training  films  to  our  people.  I  made  one  that 
the  CEO  of  Mobil  Oil  has  required  all  of  his  top  management  to 
look  at. 

We  are  looked  to  as  one  of  the  leaders  in  what  we  are  doing  with 
TQM.  We  are  currently  working  with  the  initiative  that  the  Vice 
President  has  on  re-engineering  government  to  see  what  we  can  do, 
and  with  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  to  give  him  the  benefit 
of  what  we  have  done  with  TQMs.  The  Secretary  of  Transportation 
has  been  briefed  on  what  we  have  done  in  this  area,  and  he  will 
use  that  as  a  model  for  certain  agencies  in  DOT  that  may  not  be  as 
far  along.  Certainly,  the  FAA  is  well  along  in  TQM. 

Mr.  Carr.  Could  you  supply  us  with  that  videotape? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir.  If  you  are  willing  to  see  a  half  hour  of 
me,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  like  to  find  out  what  kind  of  a  star  you  are. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  not  going  to  give  up  my  daytime  job. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  all  of  us  need  to  know  more  about  TQM. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  videotape  requested  by  Chairman  Carr  concerning  TQM  was  delivered  to  the 
Subcommittee  Staff  at  the  hearing  on  21  April  1993. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  say  you  have  the  Quality  Institute- 


Admiral  KiME.  Quality  Institute  in  Petaluma,  California.  Part  of 
our  training  facility  is  there;  part  of  our  Leadership  Institute  is  out 

there. 

We  found  out  that  we  just  don't  think  it  is  cost  effective  to  con- 
tinue to  go  to  a  contractor  to  train  our  people.  We  need  to  train 
our  people  ourselves.  We  are  in  the  process  of  doing  that  now,  I 
think,  very  successfully. 

M/v  chard  an — NAVY  SEAL  TEAM  BOARDING 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  as  a  total  digression — because  your  comment 
about  boarding  parties  jogged  my  memory  about  an  incident  that 
happened  about  a  year  ago.  I  believe  it  happened  a  year  ago  in 
March.  I  don't  know  the  exact  date.  I  spoke  to  one  of  your  people 
about  it.  It  was  a  situation  where  a  friend  of  mine  from  Michigan 
had  a  fairly  large  boat  that  he  was  sending  south  for  the  winter.  I 
guess  it  was  probably  last  September,  if  I  can  put  it  in  time  per- 
spective, now  that  I  think  about  it.  They  were  off  North  Carolina 
someplace,  and  some  fast  boats  approached;  and  he  wasn't  on  it  but 
he  had  guests  on  it  with  the  captain  of  his  boat;  and  they  boarded 
and  ordered  everybody  to  lay  down.  And  they  had  all  kinds  of  auto- 
matic weapons  and  everything  else.  And  then  about  as  quickly  as 
they — and  used  some  very  rough  language. 

My  friends'  guests  assumed  they  had  been  boarded  by  some  pi- 
rates, and  they  normally  had  kept  weapons  of  their  own  on  the 
boat  in  that  eventuality,  because  apparently  they  have  heard  of  in- 
cidents over  near  the  Bahamas  or  other  places  where  things  like 
that  go  on  where  people  try  to  hijack  boats  and  things. 

And  then  shortly  after  the  incident  began,  it  apparently  disap- 
peared almost  as  quickly.  The  people  retreated  to  their  boats  and 
left. 

A  short  time  later  a  Coast  Guard  official  showed  up  and  showed 
proper  identification  and  apologized. 

Were  you  aware  of  that  incident? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  not  aware  of  that  incident.  Our  people  do 
not  go  aboard  vessels  in  a  clandestine  way. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  were  apparently  Navy  SEALs. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  familiar  with  the  incident  now. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  I  would  have  to  go  back  and  refresh  my 
memory  on  it,  but  we  don't  normally  operate  with  the  Navy  that 
way.  We  don't  operate  in  a  clandestine  way.  Our  people  are  re- 
quired— as  part  of  what  came  out  of  the  study — to  identify  them- 
selves, why  they  are  coming  aboard,  and  then  come  aboard. 

Our  policy  is  that  when  it  looks  like  a  mom  and  pop  operation, 
not  to  muster  people  in  one  place.  We  don't  usually  bring  long 
guns  aboard  unless  we  think  there  is  a  real  threat  in  the  search. 
We  do  try  to  go  in  as  non-intrusively  as  practical. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  just  curious  as  to  why  the  Coast  Guard  would  be 
going  aboard  a  law-abiding  citizen's 

Admiral  Kime.  I  believe  it  was 
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Mr.  Carr  [continuing].  Boat  to  apologize.  Why  didn't  the  Navy 
apologize? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  know  if  this  was  in  conjunction  with  a 
military  exercise  that  was  ongoing.  I  believe  it  is  starting  to  come 
back  a  little  bit  now,  and  perhaps  I  can 

Mr.  Carr.  They  misidentified  the  boat,  apparently. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  they  were  probably  looking  for  a  boat  that 
was  put  out  there  as  a  target  vessel.  I  believe  that  is  how  this  oc- 
curred, and  misidentified.  I  don't  think,  if  my  memory  serves  me 
correctly,  this  was  a  drug  enforcement  case  out  there,  and  I  think 
apologies  were  made. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  was  curious  why  the  Coast  Guard  would  be  the 
agency  to  apologize.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  were  put  in  a  position 
of  having  to  carry  the  Navy's  water  in  a  way  that  you  shouldn't 
have  been.  If  they  violated  procedures  and  offended  a  private  citi- 
zen, they  ought  to  go  apologize. 

To  my  knowledge,  to  this  day,  the  owner  of  the  craft,  the  people 
who  were  scared  to  death  never  received  an  apology  from  the 
United  States  Navy. 

Admiral  Kime.  This  was  probably  a  maritime  defense  zone  exer- 
cise, and  the  Coast  Guard  does  have  the  lead  role  in  maritime  de- 
fense, so  that  may  have  been  some  of  the  people  working  under  a 
Coast  Guard  command  that  did  it,  which  might  explain  why  we 
apologized. 

I  will  look  at  this  and  may  be  able  to  say  a  few  more  words  about 
it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  had  almost  completely  forgotten  about  it,  until  you 
mentioned  what  good  results  you  had,  no  complaints 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  think  this  is  a  law  enforcement  case. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  is  not  your  fault,  but  I  was  curious  as  to  why  the 
Coast  Guard  was  even  called  to  apologize,  given  that  it  was  some 
other  agency's  responsibility.  Maybe  you  could  find  out  and  tell  me 
about  that. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir,  I  will. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  information  requested  by  Chairman  Carr  concerning  the  U.S.  Navy  SEALS 
boarding  and  the  subsequent  U.S.  Coast  Guard  apology  was  provided  by  Admiral 
Kime  at  the  start  of  the  hearing  on  April  21,  1993. 

MILITARY  PERSONNEL  MOVES 

Mr.  Carr.  About  a  week  before  that,  I  had  been  on  that  boat.  I 
wouldn't  have  taken  a  trip  to  Florida  on  it  anyway,  but  it  just  sort 
of  brought  that  back  home  to  me,  what  can  happen. 

We  have  a  number  of  questions  we  would  like  to  ask  on  TQM.  It 
is  an  area  that  is  of  some  personal  interest,  because  I  think  you 
have  cited  a  great  example  of  how  you  can  actually  make  existing 
assets  go  a  lot  further  by  better  managing  the  resources  that  we 
already  have. 

We  have  discussed  in  past  years  the  Coast  Guard's  policy  con- 
cerning the  rotation  of  military  personnel,  and  of  course  those  rota- 
tions go  on  all  the  time,  for  good  reasons.  However,  excessive  rota- 
tion undermines  the  effectiveness  and  stability  of  programs  and  the 
expertise  the  people  have  acquired. 
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According  to  the  Coast  Guard,  the  percentage  of  military  person- 
nel rotated  to  different  assignments  in  a  given  year  has  been  in- 
creasing. For  example,  in  fiscal  year  1989  about  36  percent  were  re- 
assigned. By  1991  that  figure  was  up  to  41  percent.  And  your  cur- 
rent estimates  a  cost  of  about  $4,000  for  each  relocation  or  reas- 
signment. 

Your  fiscal  year  1993  budget  estimates  $63  million  for  such 
moves,  which  is  over  half  of  what  you  pay  for  health  care  for  your 
military  members. 

Can  we  bring  these  rates  down  responsibly  given  the  budget  cli- 
mate we  are  in  today? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  making  an  attempt  to  do  that,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, for  several  reasons.  We  have  cut  the  number  of  travel  orders 
since  1991  by  20  percent,  and  we  figure  that  about  two-thirds  of  the 
travel  orders  are  for  permanent  change  of  station.  So  I  think  we 
have  made  a  significant  change  there. 

We  are  doing  it  for  the  cost  involved,  and  we  are  doing  it  for 
other  reasons,  too.  We  are  doing  it  because  the  public  that  we  serve 
has  asked  for  stability  in  the  marine  inspection  program,  environ- 
mental response  program,  search  and  rescue  and  other  areas. 

And  finally,  this  is  something  that  is  part  of  my  work-life  pro- 
gram, in  an  effort  to  try  to  provide  more  stability  for  people,  be- 
cause it  is  very  disruptive  now  with  74  percent  of  the  families  in 
the  Coast  Guard  having  both  the  husband  and  wife  working,  and 
relocation  is  very  expensive  for  our  people,  very  disruptive.  So  we 
are  making  every  effort  to  do  that. 

There  have  to  be  some  rotations,  obviously,  because  of  isolated 
duty,  sea  duty,  undesirable  duty.  We  want  to  try  to  minimize  that 
to  the  greatest  extent  we  can. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  looking  into  any  ways  to  reduce  the  average 
cost  per  move?  Is  there  a  way  to  get  productivity  out  of  this  thing? 

Admiral  Kime.  The  costs  are  being  driven  up  by  inflation,  as  one 
example.  Another  is  increased  entitlements,  where  people  are  now 
paid  to  move  two  cars  across  country  as  opposed  to  one  before,  be- 
cause the  average  family  now  has  two  cars.  But  we  expect,  with 
what  we  have  done  so  far,  to  save  about  $1  million  a  year,  and  we 
continue  to  work  on  this  effort. 

Much  of  the  cost  to  move  our  people  is  tied  to  the  DOD  require- 
ments, because  those  are  the  requirements  and  the  entitlements 
that  we  have  to  adhere  to. 

Where  we  can — for  relocation — tie  ourselves  to  DOD,  we  do,  and 
part  of  the  work-life  study  is  an  effort  to  do  this. 

REGATTAS  AND  YACHTING  EVENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Let's  talk  just  briefly  about  regattas  and  other  yacht- 
ing events.  Last  year  you  told  us  the  Coast  Guard  would  be  provid- 
ing about  30  Coast  Guard  vessels  and  an  unspecified  number  of  air- 
craft to  support  the  1992  America's  Cup  events.  Apparently  the 
vessels  ranged  in  size  from  a  378-foot  cutter  to  small  inflatables. 

While  we  all  recognize  that  some  Coast  Guard  presence  is  needed 
in  major  boating  events  like  this,  how  much  of  it  is  really  for  Coast 
Guard  PR  and  how  much  of  it  is  truly  needed  for  safety  and  the 
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like?  And  would  you  comment  on  how  you  determine  where  you 
would  do  that  in  the  future,  what  levels  of  support  are  required? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  wasn't  surprised  at  the  topic  of  your  question.  I 
was  a  little  surprised  at  the  thrust,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  don't  think  we 
are  doing  it  for  PR.  I  think  we  are  doing  it  for  crowd  control,  mari- 
time safety.  For  the  events  such  as  you  are  talking  about,  I  have 
participated  in  many  America's  Cup  patrols,  both  on  the  East 
Coast  and  as  district  commander  for  the  famous  America's  Cup 
race  of  1990,  with  Dennis  Connor  in  his  catamaran.  There  are  tre- 
mendous numbers  of  people  out  there  and  safety  is  a  consideration. 

We  are  authorized  by  Federal  regulations  to  do  this,  and  we  feel 
we  have  an  obligation  to  do  it.  We  do  work  carefully  to  try  to  mini- 
mize the  resources  we  dedicate  to  this. 

You  mentioned  the  high-endurance  cutter,  and  yes,  we  do  that, 
because  of  the  distances  these  vessels  go,  and  the  need  to  have  a 
command  and  control  capability,  and  that  is  what  the  378  has,  be- 
cause there  is  a  large  group  of  boats  out  there,  and  we  have  to 
maintain  control  over  our  own  boats  policing  the  event. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  try  to  have  as  many  Coast  Guard  vessels 
as  possible,  depending  on  how  far  offshore  the  event  is.  In  addition 
to  that,  we  make  great  utilization  of  the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary, 
which  I  think  is  a  cost-effective  way  to  do  it. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  work  closely  with  the  race  committees  to 
ensure  that  they  minimize  the  amount  of  Coast  Guard  expenditure 
here. 

You  have  to  recognize  that  out  in  the  water,  especially  once  you 
go  out  three  miles,  the  Coast  Guard  is  the  only  one  with  law  en- 
forcement authority  out  there,  and  there  is  only  so  much  that  the 
race  organizers  can  do.  Things  such  as  the  America's  Cup  do  have 
a  significant  contribution  to  the  economy,  the  prestige  of  this  coun- 
try, and  if  we  are  going  to  do  it,  we  have  to  do  it  properly. 

So  we  recognize  we  have  a  responsibility,  but  we  are  trying  to  do 
it  just  as  well  as  we  possibly  can,  recognizing  there  are  things  such 
as  drunken  boaters  on  the  water  and  other  people  interfering  with 
the  race. 

That  is  what  we  are  there  to  do,  and  if  we  were  to  try  to  recoup 
all  our  costs  for  doing  this  from  the  public,  we  probably  we  would 
have  to  have  a  change  in  the  law  to  enable  to  us  do  this. 

Mr.  Carr.  Was  there  any  attempt  to  get  a  cost  contribution  from 
the  promoter  of  the  event? 

Admiral  Kime.  The  promoters  did  provide  certain  contributions, 
and  specifically  what  they  did  for  this  race,  I  don't  know,  but  as- 
sistance in  berthing  and  feeding  of  some  of  the  Auxiliary. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  mainly  in-kind? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Shouldn't  we  be  asking  in  the  future  for  a  contribu- 
tion? It  is  very,  very  hard  from  an  equity  point  of  view — and  I  un- 
derstand, I  am  an  old  sailor,  I  love  sailing  myself — it  is  very  hard 
from  an  equity  point  of  view  to  tell  the  average  boater  that  there 
ought  to  be  some  kind  of  fee,  that  the  boater  uses  as  a  user  fee  to 
help  defray  Coast  Guard  activities.  Of  course,  that  was  the  big 
issue  surrounding  the  whole  boater  fee  that  we  have  passed  here  in 
the  Congress.  It  is  hard  not  to  ask  for  some  kind  of  a  contribution 
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from  the  major  promoters  of  regattas  and  the  Hke.  It  seems  to  me 
they  ought  to  be  asked  to  make  some  effort. 

Admiral  Kime.  This  was  an  area  of  user  fees  that  was  looked  at, 
and  let  me  say  that  it  goes  far  beyond  the  America's  Cup.  That  is 
what  attracts  people's  attention.  But  every  4th  of  July  we  have 
thousands  of  fireworks  displays  where  the  Coast  Guard  is  involved 
in  maintaining  life  and  safety,  and  regattas  that  are  conducted  by 
yacht  clubs,  sailing  clubs  all  over  the  country. 

So  this  is  a  major  effort,  and  if  we  are  going  to  have  any  kind  of 
fee  like  that  it  would  have  to  go  across  the  board,  not  just  for  the 
organizers  of  the  America's  Cup  but  for  the  local  sailing  association 
in  a  community  that  wanted  to  get  a  permit  to  conduct  a  regatta 
and  provide  the  Coast  Guard  any  reimbursement  for  patrolling 
that  regatta. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  seem  to  me  you  could  make  some  distinctions 
between  those  events  which  don't  require  additional  staffing  and 
maybe  just  additional  vigilance,  knowing  there  is  an  activity  going 
on  that  is  within  a  district  that  doesn't  materially  impact  on  over- 
all operations,  and  one  such  as  the  America's  Cup,  which  is  obvi- 
ously probably — you  probably  tasked  several  dozen  people  to  it. 
You  probably  had  hours  of  meetings  and  the  like  just  to  deal  with 
America's  Cup. 

At  some  point  it  is  more  than  cop-on-the-beat  things.  It  is  dedi- 
cated response  to  an  unusual  activity. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  had  someone  in  charge  dedicated,  and  as  we 
got  close  people  were  brought  on  scene  to  coordinate  it.  But  basical- 
ly it  is  to  exercise  command  and  control,  as  the  Coast  Guard 
always  does. 

About  20  percent  of  the  regattas  in  the  country  require  safety  pa- 
trols, so  it  is  rather  widespread.  Obviously  the  only  equitable  way 
is,  as  Members  of  the  committee  talked  about,  user  fees,  and  as 
people  from  the  GAO  mentioned,  the  young  lady  who  sat  in  the 
seat  to  my  left,  mentioned  that  if  you  can  document  what  your 
return  is  for  what  you  are  getting,  for  what  you  are  paying,  people 
might  not  object.  It  would  have  to  be  done  on  that  basis.  And  this 
could  be  a  significant  amount  of  money. 

USER  FEES 

Mr.  Carr.  Maybe  supply  for  the  record  what  you  think  an  alloca- 
table  and  fair  allocation  of  costs  to  that  would  be. 

I  mean,  we  get  hit  up  all  the  time — it  is  not  just  the  Coast 
Guard — every  time — we  are  going  to  get  hit  up  big  time  for  the 
summer  Olympics  in  Atlanta.  They  are  going  to  want  the  Defense 
Department  and  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  down  there  and  they 
are  already  trying  to  figure  out  a  way  to  get  transit  buses  out  of  us. 
It  is  not  as  though,  when  you  are  the  host  to  some  kind  of  interna- 
tional event,  that  you  don't  do  that,  but  you  ought  to  do  it  with 
your  eyes  wide  open. 

And  to  the  extent  that  some  of  these  communities  in  Arnerica 
seek  to  promote  their  own  local  economy  through  the  invitation  of 
a  major  international  sporting  event  or  contest,  perhaps  they  ought 
to  begin  thinking  about  the  total  U.S.  taxpayer  and  offering  up 
some  kind  of  a  contribution. 
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Admiral  Kime.  We  will  obviously  be  involved  in  the  sailing 
event,  sir,  the  water  event,  for  the  Olympics.  Mr.  Chairman,  cer- 
tainly we  can  do  that. 

Let  me  mention  again,  and  I  think  I  alluded  to  it,  we  believe  this 
would  require  legislation,  so  let  us  study  that  and  get  back  to  you 
for  the  record  with  what  we  believe  would  be  required. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Coast  Guard  does  have  authority  under  the  General  User 
Fee  statute  (31  U.S.C.  9701)  to  charge  direct  user  fees  for 
services  provided.   Under  the  statute,  the  Coast  Guard  must 
calculate  the  direct  fees  based  on  the  actual  cost  of  providing 
the  specific  safety  patrol  services  to  specific  individuals.   Any 
funds  recouped  would  not  reimburse  the  Coast  Guard  for  its 
expenses  but  would  go  to  the  General  Treasury.   Establishing  a 
direct  user  fee  would  also  require  a  rulemaking  to  amend 
Title  33,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  in  the  very  preliminary  stages  of 
planning  for  the  1996  summer  Olympics  in  Atlanta,  Georgia. 
Although  we  do  not  yet  know  what  the  extent  of  our  involvement  in 
that  event  will  be,  it  can  be  expected  that  the  Coast  Guard  will 
again  be  asked  to  provide  services  for:   1)  direct  support  and 
coordination  of  spectator  control,  search  and  rescue,  and 
maritime  law  enforcement  in  the  yacht  racing  areas  (VENUE); 

2)  waterside  security  and  anti-terrorism  support  (PSS);  and 

3)  enhanced  security  and  mobile  platform  support  for  protection 
of  visiting  dignitaries  (DIGPRO). 

The  following  table  represents  a  preliminary  estimate  of  the  fair 
allocation  of  costs  (in  1991  dollars)  assuming  a  similar  level  of 
effort  as  in  the  1984  Olympics: 

VENUE  PSS  DIGPRO 

USCG  Res   Cost       Res   Cost       Res   Cost 

Resources  Hrs    $000       Hrs    $000       Hrs    $000 

USCG  Large  Cutters    504  1,674 

USCG  Other  Cutters    280  147                      210      110 

USCG  Boats         3,640  949     12,960   3,350      210       49 

USCG  Aircraft        255  961 

USCG  Auxiliary     2,380  19     2,592     21 

Cost  $000  Subtotals      $3,750  $3,371  $159 

Total  Estimated  Cost  ($000)  $7,280 
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USCG  ACADEMY  CLIMATE  ASSESSMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  yes,  there  are  a  couple  of  ways  of  looking  at  it.  It 
would  require  legislation  or  it  requires  money.  Maybe  we  can  help 
you  get  the  authorization  you  need  by  limiting  the  money  that  you 
have. 

Let's  talk  just  a  minute  about  the  Coast  Guard  Academy.  In 
1992,  the  Coast  Guard  completed  a  major  survey  of  students  and 
faculty  at  the  academy.  It  was  initiated  because  of  an  earlier  con- 
cern about  the  management  of  the  academy,  including  the  high  at- 
trition rate  of  females. 

The  study  attached  some  surprising  and  very  disturbing  conclu- 
sions. And  one  of  the  findings  was  that  cadets  at  the  academy 
ranked  "competitiveness"  and  a  "CYA  attitude"  as  the  two  most 
exhibited  values  at  the  academy.  The  three  lowest  ranked  values 
were  "fairness,"  "tradition,"  and  "respect  for  learning." 

This  certainly  doesn't  reflect  a  healthy  climate  for  professional 
growth  and/or  education.  What  kind  of — if  that  is  fair,  you  know, 
did  it  go  off  track?  What  are  you  doing  to  get  it  back  on  track? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  spoke  to  that  in 
answer  to  a  previous  question,  but  let  me  try  to  do  it  again. 

This  was  a  climate  assessment  the  Coast  Guard  initiated  on  its 
own  initiative.  We  weren't  asked  to  do  this.  We  were  concerned  to 
see  if  we  did  have  an  educational  institution  that  was  specifically 
taking  care  of  the  needs  of  the  minorities  and  women  there  and 
any  other  things  that  needed  to  be  done.  And  that  report  was  re- 
ceived by  us. 

We  have  taken  action  on  it,  as  I  indicated  before,  including  a 
briefing  of  DACOWITS,  and  we  rebriefed  them  today  or  yesterday 
on  that,  and  it  has  been  well  received. 

We  are  also  addressing  these  other  issues,  too,  through  the  orga- 
nization of  cadet  committees,  cadet  programs,  participation  by  the 
faculty,  special  training  for  the  faculty,  in  an  effort  to — where  we 
have  some  shortcomings  or  shortcomings  as  perceived  from  the 
study — correct  them.  The  assistant  superintendent  of  the  commit- 
tee took  the  lead  in  implementing  those  efforts. 

One  thing  we  were  concerned  about  was  attrition,  and  right  now 
we  can  say  that  the  current  attrition  rate  for  females  for  the  class 
entering  in  calendar  year  1992  is  about  5.3  percent,  and  that  is 
down  from  about  9.4  percent  in  1990-1991.  And  that  is  consistent 
with  the  attrition  rate  for  men. 

We  found  that  it  is  more  difficult  to  retain  women  because  they 
seem  to  decide  that  they  would  like  a  different  career  pattern. 

We  have  provided  human  relations  training  in  all  these  areas  to 
all  the  cadets,  with  a  special  focus  on  women,  and  we  are  imple- 
menting all  the  results  of  the  climate  assessment. 

As  I  said  before,  we  will  revisit  this  issue  in  the  next  year  or  so 
to  see  what  progress  we  have  made.  Obviously  we  will  have  a  dif- 
ferent sample  of  people  there,  but  that  ought  to  give  us  a  good  indi- 
cation of  what  is  happening. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  got  any  idea  why  it  got  off  track,  what 
caused  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  I  think  that  when  you  talk  about  the  issue  of 
risk  taking,  of  course  we  are  dealing  with  young  people,  and  I  don't 
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have  the  information  on  the  study.  I  have  gone  through  the  study, 
so  to  one  extent  it  is  a  microcosm  of  society  we  are  getting.  We  are 
getting  the  best,  nevertheless,  but  that  is  an  issue. 

As  far  as  risk  taking  is  concerned,  I  spoke  to  this  before,  and  I 
have  been  concerned  about  that,  because  it  is  very  difficult  to  suc- 
ceed in  the  Coast  Guard.  If  you  graduate  from  the  Academy,  to 
retire  as  a  captain  with  30  years'  service,  you  have  about  an  18  per- 
cent chance.  That  is  because  of  the  attrition  that  is  built  into  the 
system.  And,  I  think  that  people  are  concerned  about  risk  taking. 

I  have,  in  talks  at  the  Academy,  in  talks  at  Officer  Candidate 
School,  and  in  the  State  of  the  Coast  Guard  address,  pointed  out 
that  we  should — and  I  write  a  letter  to  every  graduate  of  the  acade- 
my, every  officer  candidate,  every  commanding  officer  and  every 
officer  in  charge,  and  I  address  this,  it  is  a  long  letter,  and  this  is 
one  of  the  issues  I  address  as  being  important. 

Mr.  Carr.  One  thing  that  the  study  said  that  jumps  out  at  me 
was  that,  "in  personal  interviews  with  cadets,  almost  all  cadets 
claimed  that  grades  tend  to  be  more  important  than  actually  learn- 
ing the  material  or  understanding  the  concepts.  Respect  for  learn- 
ing is  not  a  strongly  held  value".  I  have  a  little  trouble  with  that 
one  myself. 

I  think  grades  should  be  a  real  reflection  of  what  you  learn.  But 
the  notion  that  somehow  or  other  you  can  subjectively  learn  a  lot 
and  never  have  to  explain  that  to  anybody  is  also  equally  troubling 
to  me.  The  value  of  what  you  know  isn't  of  any  value  to  me  unless 
I  know  what  you  know.  So  I  hope  you  don't  take  that  one  too  seri- 
ously. 

Admiral  Kime.  Let  me  say  that,  again,  we  are  dealing  with  a 
cross-section  of  the  young  people  going  through  college.  I  think 
grades  are  an  important  indicator,  but  I  also  think  that  the  excep- 
tional performance  of  our  people  at  graduate  schools,  the  leading 
schools  around  the  country,  also  indicates  the  quality  of  the  educa- 
tion they  receive. 

I  don't  think  it  is  possible  to  achieve  good  grades  at  the  Coast 
Guard  Academy  without  assimilating  as  much  as  required  at  any 
leading  university  around  the  country. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  can  tell  you  that  my  grades  never  really  re- 
flected what  I  knew. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  always  thought  that,  too,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
been  underestimated  through  my  entire  career. 

FAA  SCREEN 

Mr.  Carr.  I  couldn't  understand  why  my  professors  were  so  shal- 
low. 

A  few  years  ago  the  FAA  instituted  a  new  and  fairly  low-cost 
screening  procedure  for  prospective  air  traffic  controllers,  and  it 
has  been  pretty  successful  at  reducing  the  "washout"  rate  at  the 
FAA.  They  were  able  to  figure  out  the  profile  of  a  successful  air 
traffic  controller  in  a  very  sophisticated  sense,  and  then  look  into 
the  minds  and  the  abilities  of  the  applicants  to  be  air  traffic  con- 
trollers. And  they  had  gained  a  fairly  good  application  about  who 
would  succeed  and  who  would  fail  after  graduation. 
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We  had  a  briefing  about  this  out  in  Oklahoma  City,  and  the 
work  that  they  had  done  I  thought  was  truly  remarkable.  They 
pointed  out  that  the  abilities  to  be  an  air  traffic  controller  really 
had  nothing  to  do  with  IQ,  had  nothing  to  do  with  how  smart  you 
were  or  what  kind  of  a  background  you  came  from.  It  was  related 
to  a  lot  of  intangibles  that  they  were  then  able  to  quantify,  and  by 
reducing  their  overall  washout  rate,  improve  the  effectiveness  of 
the  education  that  they  offered,  and  the  education  was — the  fact 
that  you  got  through  the  screen  and  then  went  through  the  educa- 
tion was  a  better  predictor  of  how  people  would  perform  when  they 
got  on  the  job. 

So  I  am  wondering  if  there  are  any  lessons  for  the  Coast  Guard 
to  learn  from  the  FAA  experience  so  that  you  reduce  the  "wash- 
out" rate,  and  improve  your  ability  for  career  retention  down 
many  years  after  graduation. 

Admiral  Kime.  Certainly  the  example  that  you  gave  is  a  very 
specialized  one  for  a  career  occupation.  We  try  to  take  that  same 
approach  in  looking  at  cadets.  They  go  through  a  very  rigorous  en- 
trance procedure  before  they  get  to  the  Academy,  based  on  their 
academic  scores,  based  on  their  performance  in  school,  and  many 
of  the  cadets  go  through  a  program  run  by  the  Coast  Guard  Auxil- 
iary where  they  are  actually  brought  to  the  Academy  for  several 
weeks  the  summer  before  they  would  come  in. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  put  them  through  a  fourth  class  summer, 
which  is  an  attempt  to  put  them  in  the  same  high-stress  situation 
that  we  would  think  they  would  be  subjected  to  as  Coast  Guard  of- 
ficers to  try  to  weed  the  people  out  there.  And  if  we  look  at  the 
attrition  rates  at  the  Coast  Guard  Academy  and  do  not  include 
those  we  lose  that  first  summer — when  there  is  a  major  effort  to 
weed  out  any  people  we  think  won't  be  successful — our  attrition 
rates  are  just  about  the  same  as  any  good  engineering  college  in 
the  country.  And  although  we  do  have  other  majors,  the  curricu- 
lum at  the  Coast  Guard  Academy  is  highly  oriented  toward  engi- 
neering. 

We  are  always  looking  for  ways  to  improve  what  we  do,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  will  certainly  take  a  look  at  what  the  FAA  has  done.  I 
am  not  familiar  with  that,  but  I  will  find  out  what  they  do  and 
make  sure  that  our  people  at  the  Academy  are  aware  of  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  think,  maybe  not  the  Academy,  but  in  some  of 
the  other  areas  of  training  where  you  have  specialized  training.  It 
may  not  work  in  every  area.  An  academy  is  more  like  a  collegiate 
course,  and  I  am  not  sure  the  FAA  experience  could  be  made  rele- 
vant. But  I  am  sure  that  training  is  a  big  part  of  all  you  do,  and 
there  might  be  certain  aspects  of  training  that  knowledge  about 
prescreens,  valid  prescreens  could  help  you  have  a  better  success 
rate  with  the  training  that  you  do  on  an  ongoing  basis. 

Admiral  Kime.  The  people  who  run  our  vessel  traffic  systems 
might  be  a  close  analogy  to  what  we  are  talking  about. 

WORK-LIFE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  has  done  a  lot  of  work  on  this,  and  it  is 
pretty  good  stuff,  I  would  say.  I  mean,  I  am  not  an  expert  in  this 
area  either,  but  in  terms  of  what  relatively  little  money  they  put 
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into  it,  and  what  great  success  they  have  had  out  of  it,  it  would 
seem  that  it  might  be  part  of  a  TQM  effort  in  the  training  area. 

I  have  a  number  of  questions  on  training  of  active  duty  miUtary. 
And  I  have  a  number  of  questions  on  the  work-life  study  that  I 
think  we  will  ask  for  the  record,  unless  you  want  to  make  any  gen- 
eral comments  about  those  right  now. 

Admiral  Kime.  Not  for  training.  We  would  be  very  pleased  to 
answer  those. 

The  work-life  program  is  something  that  I  do  consider  very,  very 
important,  as  I  said  in  my  prepared  statement,  and  as  I  also  said  in 
my  verbal  summary  when  I  began  testifying.  I  think  we  have  done 
a  very  exhaustive  study  of  what  the  needs  of  our  people  are,  and 
comparing  what  we  provide  to  our  people  with  what  is  provided  by 
DOD  and  industry.  And  we  fall  somewhere  in  the  middle  in  those 
areas. 

We  are  trying  to  approach  this  in  a  very  cost-effective  way. 
There  is  a  $3.1  million  line  item  in  the  budget  to  do  this.  This  is  a 
close-ended  effort.  We  have  identified  about  80  recommendations, 
and  those  are  the  ones — there  are  no  more  lurking  out  there — and 
those  will  be  worked  through  the  budget  process. 

As  I  go  about,  I  get  a  tremendous  number  of  comments  from  the 
rank  and  file  of  the  Coast  Guard  people  thanking  me  for  what  we 
are  doing  to  look  after  our  people.  I  think  we  have  made  significant 
strides. 

I  appreciate  the  support  of  this  committee.  I  know  Mr.  Wolf  has 
made  some  statements  about  this.  We  certainly  want  to  continue  to 
do  this,  but  do  it  in  a  cost-effective  way. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  with  that,  and  Mr.  Wolf  maybe,  I  think  un- 
doubtedly will  be  back  with  us  in  the  morning  and  may  want  to 
pick  up  the  questioning  there,  if  he  chooses  to.  That  is  where  we 
will  start.  Otherwise,  we  will  go  on  to  some  other  topics.  But  we 
have  been  sitting  here  now  about  four  and  a  half  hours,  and  you 
have  been  most  gracious  with  your  time.  I  think  everybody  would 
probably  like  to  have  a  little  break,  and  are  probably  wondering 
how  much  longer  this  guy  is  going  to  go. 

So  with  that,  we  will  excuse  you  for  the  day,  and  thank  you  for 
your  time  and  attention.  We  will  see  you  tomorrow  morning. 

We  will  adjourn  until  9:00  tomorrow. 

Admiral  Kime.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Wednesday,  April  21,  1993. 

M/v  CHARDAN — BOARDING  BY  NAVY  SEALS 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  morning.  Just  to  recap,  we  are  having  a  hearing 
on  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard.  And 
we  are  pleased  to  have  the  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard,  Admi- 
ral William  Kime,  with  us  again  and  Captain  Collins  and  Captain 
Casto.  So  we  will  begin  where  we  left  off. 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  it  be  possible  to  touch  very 
briefly  on  two  points  left  over  from  yesterday? 

Mr.  Carr.  Sure. 

Admiral  Kime.  One  of  the  issues  you  raised — about  the  Navy 
people  coming  aboard  your  friend's  boat.  There  is  a  very  easy  ex- 
planation. These  were  some  Navy  SEALS  getting  ready  to  deploy 
overseas  and  undergoing  qualification  training.  The  Coast  Guard 
was  assisting  in  providing  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary  boats,  all  flying  a 
special  international  flag  to  let  the  SEALS  know  which  one  it  was. 

They  mistook  your  friend's  boat  which  was  flying  a  flag  for  one 
of  the  three  boats  that  were  in  the  exercise.  The  people  controlling 
the  exercise  tried  to  wave  them  off,  but  weren't  successful.  The 
SEALS  went  aboard.  After  a  few  minutes  they  knew  what  they 
did,  went  "oops."  Just  like  walking  into  the  wrong  room.  Get  out  as 
quick  as  possible.  That  is  what  they  did. 

There  was  a  Coast  Guard  first  class  petty  officer  that  was  on  one 
of  the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary  boats  who  saw  it  and  felt  an  apology 
was  necessary.  This  happened  on  the  21st  of  September  of  1992. 
And,  I  have  a  letter  dated  the  25th  of  September  from  Vice  Admi- 
ral Flanagan  of  the  Navy  that  went  to  Captain  Huat,  who  evident- 
ly was  the  master  of  the  boat  or  the  owner.  One  went  also  to  Mr. 
Bob  Fourier,  dated  the  29th.  I  could  provide  these  for  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes,  I  would  like  copies  of  those.  I  will  send  them  on 
to  the  owner  of  the  boat. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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25  s«pt«mb«r  1993 


D«#r  capttin  Huat, 


Z  am  writing  to  effsr  ay  paraonal  tpelogiaa  for 
any  ineonvanianea  you  or  your  party  aay  hava  incurrad 
aa  a  raault  of  naval  paraonnal  boarding  your  craft  on 
Monday,  31  taptaabar.  It  vai  aiaply  an  unfortunata 
eaaa  of  Blatakan  idantity  by  dadieatad  young  aailora 
trying  to  do  thair  boat.  I  want  you  to  Jcnov  that  va 
truly  rogrot  thia  inetdant. 

Z  do  hepo  you  appraciata  that  vo  auat  practieo  and 
drill  At  a  vigoroua  paoa  to  aaintain  our  military 
roadinooo.  Z  truat  that  you  can  taka  oofwolation  in 
Um  fftot  tHat  «o  ara  out  thara  verkiag  to  koap  you  and 
your  fa»ily  aafa  and  fraa. 

1  luvo  aakod  tha  apacial  varfara  eoaaand  that 
booHtoi  your  vooaol  to  oontaet  you  diroetly  and  of  far 
to  f ivo  you  and  tha  othar  oan  en  your  vooool  a  briof inf 
and  tour  on  thair  aiaaion  and  oapabilitiaa.  I  hopa  you 
will  aooapt  thair  invitation. 

Again,  Z  ragrat  any  troubla  that  our  axarciaa  say 
hava  eauaad  you  or  your  fallow  aarinara. 


Vica  Adairal,  U.S.  Havy 


captain  Brad  Huat 

MV  Chardan 

1910  MB  37  Tarraea 

Poapano  Boaeh,  fl  33062 
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29  8«pt«Bb«r  1992 


Oaar  Mr.  Fourier, 


I  an  writing  to  offer  ay  personal  apologies  for 
any  inconvenience  you  nay  have  incurred  as  a  result  of 
naval  personnel  boarding  your  craft  on  Monday,  21 
September.   It  was  siaply  an  unfortunate  case  of 
mistaken  identity  by  dedicated  young  sailors  trying  to 
do  their  best.   I  want  you  to  know  that  ve  truly  regret 
this  incident. 

I  do  hope  you  appreciate  that  ve  Bust  practice  and 
drill  at  a  vigorous  pace  to  naintain  our  military 
readiness.   I  trust  that  you  can  take  consolation  in 
the  fact  that  we  are  out  there  working  to  keep  you  and 
your  family  safe  and  free. 

I  have  asked  the  special  warfare  command  that 
boarded  your  vessel  to  contact  you  directly  and  offer 
to  give  you  and  the  other  men  on  the  vessel  a  briefing 
and  tour  on  their  mission  and  capabilities.   I  hope  you 
will  accept  their  invitation. 

Again,  I  regret  any  trouble  that  our  exercise  may 
have  caused  you  or  your  fellow  mariners. 


Sincerely, 


Vice  Admiral,  U.S.  Navy 


Mr.  Bob  Fourier 
Bridge  Harbor  Yacht  Club 
2200  Hater  Street 
Port  Huron,  MI   48060 
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29  S«ptaBb«r  1992 


Dear  Mr.  Schoborn, 


I  an  writing  to  offer  my  parsonal  apologias  for 
any  inconvenience  you  nay  have  Incurrad  aa  a  result  of 
naval  personnel  boarding  your  craft  on  Monday,  21 
Saptanber.   It  vaa  ainply  an  unfortunate  case  of 
mistaken  identity  by  dedicated  young  sailors  trying  to 
do  their  best.   I  want  you  to  know  that  we  truly  regret 
this  incident. 

I  do  hope  you  appreciate  that  we  must  practice  and 
drill  at  a  vigorous  pace  to  salntain  our  military 
readiness.   I  trust  that  you  can  take  consolation  in 
the  fact  that  we  are  out  there  working  to  keep  you  and 
your  family  safe  and  free. 

I  have  asked  the  special  warfare  command  that 
boarded  your  vessel  to  contact  you  directly  and  offer 
to  give  you  and  the  other  men  on  the  vessel  a  briefing 
and  tour  on  their  mission  and  capabilities.   I  hope  you 
will  accept  their  invitation. 

Again,  I  regret  any  trouble  that  our  exercise  may 
have  caused  you  or  your  fellow  mariners. 


Sine 


Vice  Admiral,   U.S.  Navy 


Mr.   Tim  Schoborn 

5040  northeast  22nd  Avenue 

Lighthouse  Point,    FL     33064 
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Mr.  Carr.  And  I  think  everyone  appreciated  the  Coast  Guard 
coming  aboard  and,  if  not  explaining  the  entire  situation  at  the 
time,  at  least  making  an  apology.  They  v/ere  really  quite  scared,  I 
guess. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  can  understand,  yes,  sir.  A  formidable  group, 
the  SEALS. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  I  understand  that  they  were  flying  a  flag  that  was 
similar  to  the  one  that  was  being 

Admiral  Kime.  Someone  said  a  penguin  flag.  It  was  the  interna- 
tional code  for  the  letter  D — delta.  It  is  a  blue  and  yellow  rectangu- 
lar flag. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  happened  to  have  been  flying  this  flag? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  they  were  flying  another  flag.  It  was  mistak- 
en. I  don't  know  how  similar  it  was.  The  Navy  has  a  full-blown  in- 
vestigation on  this.  They  are  very  concerned  about  it.  It  just  hap- 
pened that  you  mentioned  it,  and  we 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  had  forgotten  it  until  you  had  mentioned  how 
you  didn't  have  any  complaints  about  boardings  and  things.  And  it 
jogged  my  memory  because  I  had  just  been  on  this  fellow's  boat.  He 
is  quite  proud  of  it.  And  he  had  sent  it  south  for  the  winter,  and 
just  a  few  days  later  he  called  me  up  and  said,  what  is  going  on?  I 
can't  find  out  anything. 

COAST  guard  mission  DEFINITION 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  glad  we  were  able  to  clarify  it.  I  promised 
you  two  videotapes  on  TQM — we  have  those,  we  will  get  them  to 
the  staff. 

One  last  thing,  Mr.  Chairman.  During  the  discussions  yesterday 
there  was  some  mention  of  Coast  Guard  missions  being  fuzzy.  I 
don't  think  they  are  fuzzy.  I  think  they  are  pretty  well  defined  in 
law  and  in  Coast  Guard  publications.  But  we  are  a  multi-mission 
organization.  I  know  that  sometimes  causes  confusion,  and  I  think 
that  makes  us  very  cost-effective  also.  And  if  there  is  anything  we 
could  do  to  brief  you  or  the  staff  on  this,  we  would  be  very,  very 
pleased  to  do  it. 

SOURCES  OF  COAST  GUARD  FUNDING 

I  recognize  the  problems  that  are  caused  by  the  disparity  be- 
tween the  President's  budget  and  the  budget  resolution,  and  we 
want  to  work  with  you  to  solve  that  issue  as  we  have  talked  about 
before.  But  I  don't  think  it  is  the  multi-mission  nature  of  the  Coast 
Guard  that  really  caused  it.  If  funding  does  have  to  come  from 
more  than  function  400  to  solve  this,  we  would  hope  that  oversight 
of  our  multi-mission  organization  would  remain  solely  with  this 
subcommittee.  I  think  that  is  going  to  be  necessary  if  we  are  going 
to  be  cost-effective. 

I  think  the  prior  Coast  Guard  funding  experience  with  DOD  from 
function  50  with  sole  oversight  remaining  with  this  committee  was 
a  good  precedent,  and  I  think  it  reinforces  the  necessity  and  work- 
ability of  the  sole  oversight.  So  we  would  like  to  work  with  you 
very,  very  closely  on  those  issues. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  thank  you  for  that.  We  have  considerable  affection 
for  the  Coast  Guard.  And  I  suppose  from  our  own  point  of  view  I 
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think  that  we  know  what  we  need  to  know  to  carry  out  our  super- 
vision for  our  function  in  the  process  with  regard  to  the  Coast 
Guard.  And  perhaps  through  overlapping  memberships  on  this  side 
of  the  fence  with  other  committees  that  have  some  jurisdiction,  at 
least  with  regard  to  law  enforcement  and  the  dollars  that  they 
face,  maybe  we  can  do  something  to  help  you  out. 

With  regard  to  the  fuzzy  notion,  I  think  I  used  that  word,  and  I 
hope  I  didn't  use  it  inappropriately.  I  don't  regard  the  missions  as 
fuzzy.  What  I  think  I  said  yesterday  with  regard  to — and  how  I 
honestly  feel  is  that  the  definition  of  the  Coast  Guard's  mission  vis- 
a-vis research  and  development  is  definitely  fuzzy. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  Yes. 

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT — DEFINITION 

Mr.  Carr.  It  lacks  definition,  and  it  lacks  legal  definition 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr  [continuing].  From  what  little  time  I  could  spend  actu- 
ally looking  at  the  statutes.  You  all  may  have  sort  of  a  common 
understanding  of  where  you  are  at,  where  you  are  going  on  R&D, 
but  I  think  that  you  might  be  helped  by  having  in  your  reauthor- 
ization, having  your  research  and  development  functions  clearly 
delineated.  That  would  help  our  committee  figure  out  what  we  are 
supposed  to  fund  because  we  look  at  what  you  do  and  then  we  look 
at  what  the  law  says  we  are  supposed  to  appropriate  money  for, 
and  we  can't  quite  match  all  that  up.  And  so  that  is  something  we 
can  work  together  on. 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  we  would  like  to  work  with  you.  We  recog- 
nize that  we  have  some  work  to  do  in  this  area.  I  think  I  stated 
that  yesterday.  It  is  ongoing.  We  have  started  it. 

And,  in  addition,  we  have  gone  back  to  look  at  the  legal  author- 
ity. We  have  some  more  information  we  will  provide  to  the  staff, 
and  we  have  already  talked  to  the  authorizing  committee  to  begin 
some  initiative  in  that  area,  too,  as  necessary.  So  we  will  work  with 
you. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  it  would  be — just  to  create  a  little  public 
record  here — it  is  not  by  way  of  legislation,  but  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  there  are  certain  obvious  things  in  the  research  and  devel- 
opment area  that  you  ought  to  pay  attention  to. 

And  one  would  be  when  we  get  into  procurement.  What  kinds  of 
things  can  the  Coast  Guard  learn  and  pull  together  and  apply  in 
terms  of  science  that  will  aid  its  mission,  particularly  as  it  is  step- 
ping up  to  some  kind  of  a  procurement?  Perhaps  something  that 
research  and  development  can  help  with  regard  to  learning  how  to 
do  the  physical  things  necessary  in  operations  that  would  lead  to 
cost  savings.  Maybe  some  kind  of  an  R&D  effort  on — that  would 
help,  say,  cut  fuel  use  in  particular  operations,  looking  into,  as  the 
statute  did  say,  devices. 

It  uses  funny  language,  devices  and  inventions,  but  I  think  we 
understand  what  we  need  is  what  technology  is  available  that 
might  not  be  in  use  by  the  other  services  but  which  might  be  put  to 
use  by  the  Coast  Guard  because  of  your  unique  mission  profile. 

I  would  think  that  research  and  development  would  not  normal- 
ly include  those  things  which  do  not  deal  with  technology  but  deal 
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more  with  social  science,  particularly  those  things  that  relate  to 
management.  I  would  think  those  kinds  of  things  could  be  and 
should  be  appropriated  out  of  your  O&M  account  and  not  be — ^be- 
cause I  think  when  we  think  of  R&D  we  tend  to  think  of  technolo- 
gy- 
Admiral   KiME.   We   can   certainly   accept   what   you   said,   Mr. 

Chairman. 

I  think  the  one  area  we  do  need  to  work  together  with  you  and 
with  the  authorizers  and  with  the  staff  is  on  the  question  of  the 
human-hardware  interface.  I  think  that  is  an  area  that  needs  to  be 
looked  at. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  perhaps  some  human  factors  as  technology 
brings  them  to  us.  We  are  pretty  well  familiar  with  that. 

But  perhaps  we  could  and  I  will  ask  the  staff  to  make  a  note  that 
we  perhaps  ought  to  send  a  communication  from  the  committee  to 
the  authorizing  committee  generally  discussing  the  problems  and 
giving  them  our  best  advice  on  how  we  think  that  it  would  be 
useful  to  have  the  authorization  laid  down.  And  maybe  if  they  have 
a  hearing  on  this  particular  point  we  can  go  over  and  testify. 

But  we  do  want  to  work  with  you.  I  just  don't  want  to  see  the 
research  and  development  funding  be  so  ill-defined  that  it  is  either 
everything  to  everybody  or  nothing  to  anyone. 

Well,  enough  said  about  that. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  have  this  dis- 
cussion this  morning. 

MORALE,  WELFARE  AND  RECREATION    (MWR) 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  move  to  the  questions  of  morale,  wel- 
fare and  the  recreational  activities  of  the  Coast  Guard. 

Like  the  other  military  services,  the  Coast  Guard  conducts  social, 
cultural,  recreational  activities  for  the  overall  benefit  of  its  mem- 
bers. The  activities  are  considered  part  of  the  compensation  pack- 
age and  a  "quality-of-life"  benefit.  They  are  supported  with  both 
appropriated  and  nonappropriated  funds  such  as  user  fees. 

In  a  report  last  year,  the  GAO  found  that  the  user  fees  for  recre- 
ational facilities  were  not  being  charged  in  any  standardized  way 
across  Coast  Guard  units  and  that,  generally,  user  fees  were  not 
emphasized  even  for  revenue-generating  activities.  They  gave  the 
example  of  a  golf  course  which  didn't  charge  enough  to  cover  its 
costs  so  appropriated  funds  were  used  to  cover  the  shortfall. 

I  shouldn't  those  types  of  activities  be  more  self-supporting  or  be 
self-supporting  entirely?  And  how  much  of  a  burden  would  that  be 
on  the  Coast  Guard  personnel? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  certainly  understand  the 
concern  of  the  committee.  As  you  mentioned,  morale,  welfare  and 
recreation  are  part  of  the  military  nonpay  compensation  scheme, 
just  as  they  are  for  DOD.  And,  we  think  that  we  should  proceed 
along  the  lines  that  DOD  does,  and  we  have  modified  our  proce- 
dures to  do  that.  And,  we  have  made  significant  progress.  I  can't 
say  if  we  have  totally  complied  with  ever3rthing,  but  we  are  well  on 
the  way  to  doing  that  which  you  talked  about  to  make  these  areas 
self-sufficient. 
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There  is  a  need,  though,  in  some  of  our  exchange  facilities,  to  use 
appropriated  funds,  and  that  I  believe  should  be  consistent  with 
what  DOD  does  because  our  people  really,  in  fact,  are  worse  off 
than  DOD.  About  62  percent  of  our  people  live  outside  the  DOD 
catchment  areas  for  all  the  services  DOD  provides,  and  we  have 
people  in  very  high  cost-of-living  areas.  We  also  have  people  who 
are  away  from  home  a  long  period  of  time,  leaving  their  families 
behind  six  or  seven  months  in  many  cases. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  what  DOD  does  in  the  use  of  these 
funds  as  far  as  exchanges  are  concerned.  And  we  took  a  $1.4  mil- 
lion base  reduction  in  the  appropriation  last  year  for  nonappro- 
priated fund  activities  and  MWR. 

I  would  like  to  address  that  just  a  little  bit.  The  report  language 
also  put  a  moratorium  on  using  appropriated  funds  for  repairs  and 
maintenance  at  exchange  facilities — that  is  about  a  $400,000  item. 
We  have  stopped  doing  that,  even  though  our  manual  that  we 
brought  into  line  with  DOD  says  that  it  can  be  done.  We  would 
hope  that  the  committee  could  revisit  that. 

Our  exchanges  are  small.  They  need  some  assistance  to  be  able 
to  operate.  As  I  said,  the  assistance  is  essential  to  the  profits  which 
provides  support  for  the  morale,  welfare  and  recreation  program, 
and  helps  us  to  make  them  self-sufficient.  I  need  some  limited  sup- 
port. As  I  indicated,  they  provide  a  very  essential  service.  We  an- 
ticipate using  about  $5.2  million  this  year  in  support  of  Coast 
Guard  retail  exchanges. 

Let  me  point  out  to  you  the  figures  of  how  w^  treat  our  people 
compared  with  how  DOD  treats  their  people.  These  are  mainly  our 
young  people,  the  people  that  are  impacted  by  the  fact  that  we  are 
not  going  to  have  a  pay  raise  this  year,  people  that  in  many  areas 
are  eligible  for  welfare,  people  who,  if  we  instituted  a  cost  of  living 
allowance  in  CONUS,  38  percent  of  our  people  would  get  it  as  com- 
pared to  15  percent  of  DOD,  two  and  a  half  times  more. 

Appropriated  funds.  The  Coast  Guard  spent  for  MWR  last  year 
$157  per  member.  DOD  spent  $559  per  member.  As  far  as  the 
MWR  spending  total  that  was  available  for  Coast  Guard  people,  it 
was  about  $200  per  person  Coast  Guard,  over  $1,200  for  DOD.  So 
we  would  hope  that  we  could  reach  an  understanding  with  the 
committee  on  this  recognition  that  it  is  part  of  the  compensation 
package,  as  you  indicated,  and  that  we  can  reach  an  agreement, 
before  the  1994  appropriations  bill  is  marked  up,  on  just  how  this 
is  to  be  done. 

We  will  work  with  you  on  the  areas  you  talked  about  to  make 
sure  that  the  things  that  should  be  self-supporting  are,  but  we 
would  like  to  look  at  the  exchanges. 

USE  OF  APPROPRIATED  FUNDS  FOR  MWR  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  one  difference  that  you  have  between  DOD  and 
yourself  is  in  the  management  of  MWR,  has  to  do  with  the  fact 
that  you  allow  appropriated  funds  for  use  in  construction  of  reve- 
nue generating  facilities.  Is  that  wrong? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  did  that  at  one  time.  That 
was  stopped  several  years  ago.  In  fact,  I  think  I  testified  to  that 
last  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  Really?  Well,  I  thank  you  for  that  correction.  We  had 
information  that  they  had  a  different  policy  than  DOD.  So  both  of 
you  do  not? 
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Admiral  Kime.  We  do  not.  I  assume  DOD  doesn't. 

Mr.  Carr.  Now,  when  it  comes  to  repair,  what  was  your  state- 
ment that  you  allow  appropriated  funds  on  maintenance? 

Admiral  Kime.  This  is  to  maintain  facilities.  That  is  what  we  are 
looking  at,  funds  to  maintain  if  the  roof  leaks  or  something  like 
that  on  the  exchange  building.  DOD  does  permit  that  kind  of  fund- 
ing. And  we  have  stopped  doing  that  even  though  our  manual, 
when  we  brought  it  in  line — as  the  committee  asked — with  DOD, 
said  we  could.  So  we  have  a  moratorium,  just  as  the  language  in 
the  1993  appropriations  report  says  we  should. 

Mr.  Carr.  So,  basically,  you  are  saying  that  none  of  the  appropri- 
ated funds  goes  for  any  capital  expenditure? 

Admiral  Kime.  No. 

Let  me  talk  about  what  we  would  do  with  the  $5.2  million.  $2.6 
million  of  that  would  go  to  60  employees  and  some  of  those  provid- 
ing oversight,  and  $100,000  of  that  was  for  oversight  functions,  ad- 
ministrative expenses,  $2  million  for  transportation  of  goods  to 
overseas  exchanges.  And,  hopefully,  that  will  shrink  as  we  talked 
about  yesterday,  drawing  down  our  presence  in  Japan  and  else- 
where. Then  $500,000  for  utility  expenses  for  overseas  exchanges. 

So,  while  we  think  that  is  necessary,  some  of  it  will  be  shrinking 
as  we  reduce  our  overseas  presence. 

Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  return  to  capital  again  because  staff  reminds 
me  that  we  might  be  talking  past  one  another.  You  might  be  talk- 
ing just  about  exchanges,  and  I  am  talking  about  all  facilities  like 
bowling  alleys  and  movie  theaters  and  the  rest  of  it. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  in  certain  places  such  as  Kodiak,  Alaska 
sought  specific  funding  for  things  of  this  nature  because  of  the 
nature  of  the  environment  you  are  talking  about.  And,  these  were 
discussed  in  great  detail  at  the  authorization  hearings  and  at  the 
appropriations  hearings.  They  are  specific  items  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about.  I  think  that,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  there  is  some  DOD 
funding  that  goes  to  some  things  like  that. 

But  we  have — in  an  area  like  Kodiak — the  largest  Coast  Guard 
operating  facility  that  we  have  anywhere,  and  there  is  really  noth- 
ing to  support  that.  There  is  a  major  drug  problem  in  the  City  of 
Kodiak.  There  is  really  not  much  for  the  people  to  do.  We  have 
built  a  community  center  and  other  things  that  have  been  built  by 
appropriated  funds,  and  we  have  discussed  these  on  the  merits  of 
each  of  them.  But  exchanges  that  we  build  right  now,  nonappro- 
priated funds  activities,  we  are  not  using  OE  or  AC&I  money  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay.  It  has  been  some  time  since  I  have  been  to 
Kodiak.  I  guess  it  was  1985.  They  do  have  some  unique  needs  there. 

Admiral  Kime.  Those  are  the  types  of  places  we  are  talking 
about,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  I  say,  those  are  budget  line  items  that  the 
committee  gets  to  look  at. 

management  of  mwr  funds 

Mr.  Carr.  The  GAO  pointed  out  that  the  Coast  Guard  headquar- 
ters here  does  not  collect  information  on  how  MWR  money  is  being 
spent.  One-third  of  the  field  sites  they  visited  did  not  even  prepare 
a  budget  for  their  MWR  program.  And  at  one  Coast  Guard  unit. 
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one  of  the  largest  in  the  Coast  Guard,  officials  didn't  know  the  spe- 
cific amount  spent  on  various  MWR  activities  and  facilities.  Is  this 
an  acceptable  practice?  And  what  can  we  do  to  get  more  account- 
ability? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  not  an  acceptable  practice,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  we  have  taken  steps  to  remedy  that.  We  have  paid  a  great  deal 
of  attention  to  the  management  of  our  MWR  funds  and  will  contin- 
ue to  do  that. 

I  think  the  large  unit  you  are  talking  about  is  Governors  Island, 
New  York,  and  staff  is  nodding  yes.  We  have  made  some  signifi- 
cant steps  up  there.  The  DOT  IG  did  an  audit  and  pointed  out  some 
shortfalls.  The  Coast  Guard  did  their  own  audit  as  a  follow-up  to 
see  what  had  been  done. 

We  are  not  satisfied  with  what  had  happened,  so,  although  there 
is  an  indication  of  lack  of  accountability,  not  a  great  indication  of 
loss  of  money.  But  we  have  made  some  significant  management  im- 
provements over  there.  Senior  management,  oversight,  there  were 
25  discrepancies  detected  in  the  audit.  It  is  dated  1993,  but  really 
that  is  the  final  audit.  It  was  really  done  in  1991  and  1992. 

Without  waiting  for  the  final  audit,  we  began  action.  Twenty-one 
of  the  25  discrepancies  have  been  completed.  The  senior  exchange 
management  is  now  on  the  sales  floor.  They  have  hired  a  CPA  for 
their  accounting  problems.  Internal  control  weaknesses  have  been 
corrected.  We  have  a  retail  manager  who  has  been  hired.  The  IG 
has  reviewed  these  draft  audit  responses  and  accepted  the  manage- 
ment correction  actions  we  have  taken.  We  will  continue  to  moni- 
tor this. 

RETAIL  EXCHANGES — HONOLULU 

Mr.  Carr.  The  February  1993  audit  also  found  that  appropriated 
funds  have  been  used  in  1991  to  renovate  an  all-hands  Club  in  Hon- 
olulu in  violation  of  Coast  Guard  policy. 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  the  drop-in  center,  I  believe,  in  Honolulu. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  know  what  an  all-hands  Club  is. 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  there  are  officers  clubs.  And  we  also  have 
clubs  that  all  people  could  go,  officers,  enlisted,  chiefs,  et  cetera, 
and 

Mr.  Carr.  Captain  Collins,  I  understand,  was  in  Honolulu  at  the 
time.  Can  you  tell  us  what  was  happening  there  at  the  time? 

Captain  Collins.  Yes.  The  club  was  renovated.  As  I  recall,  it  was 
AFC-43  (OE)  funds  used  for  the  renovation  of  the  bathroom  facili- 
ties in  that  club,  and  that  was  done  under  the  heading  of  a  safety 
and  utility  type  renovation  part  of  the  project.  As  the  engineers 
broke  the  various  parts  of  the  project  down,  they  felt  that  our 
AFC-43  Operating  Expenses  appropriation  was  appropriate  for 
that  part  of  the  project.  When  the  auditors  looked  at  that,  they 
questioned  that  particular  rationale. 

Mr.  Carr.  Shortly  before  that,  there  had  been  some  kind  of  a 
health  and  safety  inspection  and  rated  them  very  good,  and  this 
was  right  before  renovation.  Do  I  understand  the  issue  right? 

Captain  Collins.  There  were  some  long-standing  problems  with 
it  in  terms  of  the  facilities  and  the  appearance  of  the  facilities  and 
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so  forth.  And,  there  was  some  question  about  how  subjective  or  ob- 
jective that  evaluation  was. 

KODIAK  COMMISSARY 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  would  you  describe  the  findings  of  the  IG 
audit  of  your  commissary  operations  in  Kodiak  in  November  of 
1992?  And  explain  what  you  are  doing  to  resolve  those  problems. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  not  familiar  with  that  audit,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  I  would  have  to  provide  that  to  you  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  DOT  IG  Report,  RO-CG-3002,  of  2  November  1992  published  the  findings  and 
recommendations  of  a  1992  audit  of  the  cash  management  and  inventory  controls  of 
commissary  goods  at  the  Support  Center  Kodiak  Commissary. 

The  audit  identified  a  number  of  deficiencies:  Total  transportation  and  processing 
costs  were  not  being  recouped  in  merchandise  pricing;  surcharge  revenues  were  nei- 
ther fully  collected  nor  always  used  for  their  intended  purpose;  and  commissary 
prices  were  not  reduced  for  vendor  promotions  and  discounts.  It  further  stated  that 
"because  commissary  management  did  not  fully  implement  or  adhere  to  established 
policies  and  procedures,  the  Coast  Guard:  (1)  will  pay  an  estimated  $440,000  for 
transportation  costs  during  FY  1992  that  should  be  borne  by  commissary  patrons; 
(2)  may  not  have  sufficient  surcharge  revenues  for  commissary  operations  and  ac- 
quisitions; and  (3)  may  not  provide  goods  to  commissary  patrons  at  the  lowest 
price."  In  addition  to  these  cash  management  findings,  the  audit  found  that  physical 
inventories  were  not  conducted  when  required,  properly  documented,  or  accurately 
valued.  Furthermore,  warehouse  duties,  performed  by  a  support  services  contractor, 
were  not  adequately  separated;  goods  were  not  inspected  or  verified  to  invoices 
when  received;  salvage  reports  were  either  improperly  prepared  or  not  prepared  and 
were  not  reviewed  or  authorized  by  the  commissary  officer;  and  unauthorized  per- 
sonnel accessed  commissary  warehouses. 

A  number  of  positive  actions  have  been  taken  to  correct  these  discrepancies.  We 
plan  to  review  transportation  billings  and  provide  our  Finance  Center  with  appro- 
priate amounts  which  will  be  obligated  to  the  responsible  units.  The  Coast  Guard 
Exchange  System  activities  have  been  charged  for  transportation,  plus  a  five  per- 
cent surcharge  on  merchandise  bought  from  the  commissary  since  1  September 
1992.  Monthly  physical  cutting  tests  on  bulk  meat  are  now  used  to  determine  the 
actual  cost  of  usable  meat  cuts.  In  February  1992,  new  gain  and  loss  reports  were 
instituted  to  more  accurately  account  for  meat  and  produce  salvage,  and  prices  ad- 
justed to  reflect  salvage.  Also  since  that  time,  weekly  vendor  credits  and  promotions 
are  entered  into  a  system  which  automatically  changes  commissary  prices  and 
vendor  credits  are  accounted  for  in  the  commissary's  monthly  balance  report.  In  ad- 
dition, all  orders  are  now  preapproved  by  the  Commissary  Officer.  The  support  serv- 
ices contractor  has  been  directed  to  verify  all  goods  received  prior  to  signing  invoice 
receipts.  In  October  1992,  we  installed  a  perpetual  inventory  system  and  began 
semiannual  physical  inventories  which  are  further  reconciled  against  accounting 
records.  The  Contracting  Officer's  Technical  Representative  is  also  making  unan- 
nounced inspections.  Merchandise  salvage  is  now  documented  and  approved  by  the 
Commissary  Officer  prior  to  disposal  and/or  donation.  Security  precautions  have 
been  strengthened  and  research  is  ongoing  to  acquire  an  electronic  security  system, 
which  should  be  operational  by  June  1993. 

The  audit  report  indicated  that  these  corrective  actions  fully  satisfied  the  intent 
of  the  recommendations.  Therefore,  all  recommendations  were  considered  closed 
with  no  further  responses  required  by  the  Coast  Guard. 

RECRUITING  AND  ATTRITION 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay.  Let's  move  on  to  recruiting  and  attrition. 

A  recent  article  in  Navy  Times  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  is 
now  relaxing  normal  rules  on  early  separation  due  to  all-time  high 
retention  rates  which  are  adjusting  the  normal  flow  of  advance- 
ment. Can  you  comment  on  that  article? 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  taken  some  initiatives  in 
work  life  to  make  the  life  in  the  Coast  Guard  more  palatable  for 
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our  people  to  ensure  that  we  attract  and  retain  the  proper  people 
that  we  want,  not  just  the  numbers.  And  that  I  think,  along  with 
the  turn-down  in  the  economy,  has  seen  a  change  in  the  Coast 
Guard  retention  rate. 

First-term  reenlistment  for  our  people  in  1990  when  I  became 
Commandant  was  about  42  percent.  It  went  up  to  almost  54  in  1991 
and  up  to  over  60  percent  in  1992,  and  subsequent  reenlistments 
went  up  also.  People  weren't  getting  out  of  the  Coast  Guard.  And 
that  is  good  because  we  have  retained  good  people.  We  have  conti- 
nuity. We  have  experienced  people. 

But  at  the  same  time  it  slows  down  our  flow  of  people  through — 
it  reduces  our  flow  through  our  entrance  points  such  as  Cape  May. 
And,  most  importantly,  it  slows  down  promotion  for  our  people.  It 
slows  down  the  time  they  have  to  wait  to  go  to  school — the  young 
people  coming  in,  the  future  Coast  Guard. 

We  looked  at  that  very  carefully  and  decided  we  needed  to  do 
something  about  it.  One  of  the  things  that  we  did  was  not  to  have  a 
mandatory  RIF  but  offer  people  early  outs  so  we  could  meet  the 
FTE  limit  that  the  Department — that  Congress— has  set  on  us  for 
the  end  of  this  fiscal  year.  And,  we  had  over  700  people  volunteer. 
We  picked  about  280  that  we  thought  should  go.  That  is  going  to 
help  us  in  the  flow  through  boot  camp.  It  is  going  to  help  us  in  A 
school.  It  is  going  to  help  promotion. 

But  there  is  more  that  needs  to  be  done,  too,  in  that  area,  and 
the  Coast  Guard  regular  enlisted  force  is  the  only  one  of  all  the 
five  Armed  Services  that  does  not  have  a  high  year  tenure.  In 
other  words,  someone  could  stay  at  a  lower  rank  for  a  long  period 
of  time.  These  who  do  that  are  not  going  to  be  the  future  leaders  of 
the  organization,  and  they  are  holding  the  young  people  back.  We 
have  looked  at  this,  and  we  expect  to  be  implementing  a  high  year 
tenure  sometime  in  the  near  future  with  a  suitable  phase-in  period 
so  we  don't  hurt  our  people. 

What  we  are  looking  at  is  something  very  similar  to  the  Navy's 
because  we  have  the  same  kind  of  trained  people  that  the  Navy 
does.  All  the  services  have  different  ones,  but  we  are  looking  at  the 
one  for  the  Navy.  There  are  other  improvements  we  are  looking  at, 
too,  in  managing  our  personnel  flow  so  that  we  get  a  good  flow, 
keep  the  very  best  people  that  we  have,  keep  the  opportunities 
open  for  advancement. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  personally  would  like  to  talk  to  you  about  this 
at  some  future  date.  It  seems  to  me  a  gigantic  management  prob- 
lem, number  one. 

But,  number  two,  there  are  tremendous  trade-offs  in  terms  of 
this  flow.  I  know  that  whatever  job  you  are  in  you  want  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  advance.  I  am  not  altogether  sure  that  the  best  way 
of  advancing  is  always  inside  the  organization.  Sometimes  you  get 
to  a  point  where  to  advance  people  really  should  move  on  to  other 
things.  And  there  is  something  to  be  said  about  retaining  experi- 
ence. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  tried  to  strike  a  balance  in  that,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  we  can  provide  the  staff  with  a  report  on  what  we 
are  doing.  We  are  only  talking  about  several  hundred  people  here. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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As  stated  earlier,  we  are  currently  in  the  process  of  adopting  a  High  Year  Tenure 
Program  very  similar  to  that  of  the  Navy.  High  Year  Tenure  introduces  two  new 
and  very  significant  policies  to  our  enlisted  personnel.  First,  it  limits  regular  enlist- 
ed careers  to  30  years  of  active  service.  Second,  it  establishes  professional  growth 
points  for  enlisted  paygrades  E-4  through  E-9.  These  professional  growth  points 
must  be  attained  in  order  to  remain  on  active  duty.  Based  on  our  current  plan,  to 
remain  on  active  duty,  an  enlisted  member  will  be  required  to  advance  to:  E-5  by  10 
years  of  active  service,  E-6  by  20  years  of  active  service,  E-7  by  22  years  of  active 
service,  E-8  by  26  years  of  active  service,  and  E-9  by  28  years  of  active  service. 

Assuming  our  planned  two-year  phase-in  period,  the  following  attrition  is  expect- 
ed as  categorized  below: 

85  members  will  complete  30  or  more  years  of  active  service  by  the  end  of  the 
implementation  period. 

70  members  will  be  unable  to  achieve  their  professional  growth  point  during  the 
implementation  period. 

187  members  who  must  advance  during  the  implementation  period  in  order  to 
achieve  their  professional  growth  point  and  remain  on  active  duty,  but  who  we  esti- 
mate will  fail  to  do  so. 

Adding  these  three  categories  together,  we  project  the  total  retirements  and  dis- 
charges attributable  to  the  initial  implementation  of  High  Year  Tenure  will  be  less 
than  350. 

Admiral  Kime.  When  I  have  someone  who  is  staying,  who  makes 
E-9  in  the  Coast  Guard  with  14  years  service,  when  they  are  about 
35,  and  then  decide  to  stay  until  they  are  62,  that  is  really  holding 
things  up,  and  they  are  not  going  any  further.  We  need  to  have 
some  kind  of  flow  because  what  will  happen  is  when  that  person 
does  retire  at  62,  we  will  have  no  one  trained  in  the  pipeline  to  re- 
place him.  The  good  people  will  do  just  what  you  say — get  out  to 
advance. 

We  are  trying  to  strike  a  balance  there.  We  spend  a  great  deal  of 
time  studying  this  issue,  trying  to  manage  it,  so  we  don't  want  to 
do  harm  to  our  people.  We  want  to  provide  for  the  continuity,  the 
longevity  that  is  required  just  as  we  are  doing  with  transfers.  But 
at  the  same  time  we  have  to  keep  the  flow  going  for  our  young 
people  or  we  are  going  to  wind  up  in  ten  years  with  people  who  are 
less  than  the  high  caliber  that  we  have  right  now. 

RECRUITING  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  recruiting  budget  request  here  in  fiscal 
year  1994?  How  much  do  you  propose  to  spend  on  recruiting? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  will  have  to  get  the  exact  number  for  the 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1994  recruiting  budget  request  is  provided  below.  This  budget  in- 
cludes funds  (but  not  personnel)  for  Regional  Recruiting  Commands  and  Headquar- 
ters. 

Fiscal  year  1994  USCG  recruiting  budget 

Costs  Fiscal  year  94 

Operating  expenses: 

Maintenance  contracts,  telephone  vehicles,  travel $2,647,085 

Utilities 82,700 

Facility  leases 1,221,050 

Advertising:  Minority,  women's,  awareness  advertising,  recruiter 

support •....  2,346.050 

Public  Service  announcement: 

Production /Distribution 300,000 

Joint  advertising  participation 150,000 

Lead  fulfillment  services 139,000 

JROTC 100,000 
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Costs  Fiscal  year  94 

Academy  Information  Program  (AIP) 50,000 

MORE  Program  support 230,000 

Pre-Commissioning  Program  for  Enlisted  Personnel  (PPEP) 100,000 

Total 7,365,885 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  not  talking  about  great  numbers  in  any  of 
this,  though,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  that  any  money  that  would 
accrue  from  not  recruiting  the  people  we  are  talking  about  is  going 
to  go  into  the  shortfalls  that  we  have  elsewhere  in  recruiting,  and 
they  are  significant,  and  this  committee  has  talked  about  them. 
Our  authorizing  committee  has  talked  about  them.  And,  that  is  in 
the  area  of  women  and  minorities.  We  have  not  been  as  successful 
as  the  other  services  in  attracting  women  and  minorities. 

Women  are  very  difficult  to  get  into  the  military.  Our  recruiters 
tell  us  that  for  every  seven  interviews  of  men  they  have  they  get 
one  applicant.  They  get  one  person  in  the  Coast  Guard.  For  women, 
it  takes  24. 

Minorities — we  are  not  doing  as  well  as  we  should.  We  need  to  do 
a  better  job  in  that  because  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do.  And  also, 
with  the  demographics,  if  we  are  going  to  continue  to  attract  the 
best  people  as  we  approach  2000  and  beyond,  the  white,  Anglo- 
Saxon,  Protestant  male  is  not  going  to  be  the  one  we  can  go  out 
and  look  for.  We  have  to  have  a  more  diverse  work  force,  and  re- 
cruiting is  going  to  be  the  way  to  do  that. 

RECRUITMENT  OF  WOMEN  AND  MINORITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  notions  as  to  why  you  are  not  as  at- 
tractive, apparently,  to  women  and  minorities  as  the  other  uni- 
formed services?  Have  you  put  any  study  to  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  we  are  smaller,  number  one. 

Number  two,  we  don't  spend  the  money  that  they  do.  They  spend 
in  some  cases,  orders  of  magnitude,  more  per  person  to  advertise 
what  they  can  do  and  to  recruit.  We  have  looked  very  closely  at 
the  atmosphere  within  the  Coast  Guard  to  make  sure  that  we 
have — I  spoke  of  this  yesterday — an  atmosphere  where  all  people 
can  rise  to  the  highest  level  that  their  abilities  will  allow. 

I  will  provide  you  with  the  DOD  recruiting  figures  along  with 
ours,  both  on  an  absolute  basis  and  on  a  per-capita  basis. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  DOD  and  USCG  recruiting  figures,  both  on  an  absolute  basis  and  on  a  per 
capita  basis,  are  shown  below  for  FY92. 

Fiscal  year  1992  recruiting  budgets 
[In  millions  of  dollars] 

Service: 

Army 477.7 

Navy 286.3 

Marine  Corps 137.1 

Air  Force 98.8 

Coast  Guard 17.5 

Fiscal  year  1992  recruiting  cost  per  accession 

[In  dollars] 
Service: 

DOD  overall 4,599 
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Coast  Guard 3,221 

Note:  DOD  figures  are  from  OASD(FM&P)(MM&PP)(AP).  The  DOD  figures  include  the  costs 
associated  with  the  Joint  Recruiting  Advertising  Program  and  Army  College  Fund;  none  of  the 
figures  provided  above  include  the  costs  of  the  Montgomery  GI  Bill.  Individual  by-Service  break- 
out for  all  DOD  accessions  (officer,  enlisted.  Reserve)  was  not  readily  available. 

SEXUAL  HARASSMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  We  talked  yesterday  about  the  Academy.  Apparently 
at  the  Academy  there  was  a  fairly  high  dropout/washout  rate  by 
women  and  that  some  of  those  women  identified  sexual  harassment 
as  one  of  the  reasons.  Does  that  tell  us  anything  about  maybe  some 
embedded  attitudes  in  the  Coast  Guard  that  we  intellectually  don't 
agree  with  but  have  to  admit  are  around  and  ought  to  be  eradicat- 
ed? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  we  have  some  of  the  same  attitudes  that 
are  held  by  society  in  general,  Mr.  Chairman,  held  in  government, 
held  in  the  Congress,  held  in  industry,  held  everywhere  on  this 
area,  and  we  are  working  very,  very  hard  to  make  sure  that  the 
climate  is  proper. 

In  fact,  as  you  know,  on  sexual  harassment,  our  video  that  we 
produced  ourselves  on  sexual  harassment — the  Marine  Corps  and 
the  Navy  used  it  as  part  of  their  indoctrination  effort  after  Desert 
Shield/Desert  Storm. 

We  also  have  a  special  working  group  going  in  this  particular 
area  now,  a  focus  group  to  see  what  more  we  can  do  in  addition  to 
what  we  are  already  doing.  And,  furthermore,  DOD  is  doing  a 
survey  to  see  just  exactly  what  the  problem  is  service-wide,  and  we 
are  a  part  of  that.  I  don't  think  that,  certainly,  we  are  any  worse 
than  anyone  else,  and  I  think  probably  better. 

I  gave  yesterday  the  figures  about  attrition  rate  for  women  at 
the  Academy.  The  female  attrition  rate  has  gone  down  to  about  5.3 
percent  per  year.  And,  the  female  cadets  are  now  down  to  about 
the  same  rate  over  the  four  year  period  as  the  males,  about  30  per- 
cent. 

If  we  take  away  the  10  percent  attrition  that  occurs  during 
fourth-class  year  that  we  talked  about — remember  when  we  had 
the  discussion  on  the  FAA  air  controllers  and  where  we  try  to 
weed  people  out — we  have  about  the  same  attrition  rate  as  any 
good  engineering  school  in  this  country.  And  that  is  what  we  are, 
really.  A  very  good  engineering  school  that  does  have  some  liberal 
arts  and  management  majors. 

MAKEUP  OF  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Throughout  the  Coast  Guard,  what  is  the  percentage 
of  women? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  a  little  less  than  8  percent.  My  goal — and  I 
use  the  word  goal  very  carefully — is  to  have  20  percent  women, 
both  enlisted  and  officers.  That  is  for  officers.  It  is  about  8  percent 
for  officers  and  enlisted.  At  the  Academy  right  now,  I  think  the 
last  entering  class  was  about  17  or  18  percent  women,  and  we  are 
doing  very,  very  well  at  officer  candidate  school. 

For  minorities,  I  am  looking  for  20  percent  makeup  of  the  Coast 
Guard  minorities  enlisted,  and  officers  about  12  percent.  Why  do  I 
pick  12  percent?  I  pick  all  of  these  because  I  think  they  are  attain- 
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able.  We  are  looking  for  12  percent  because  that  is  the  percentage 
of  minorities  that  graduate  from  college  in  the  United  States. 

I  think  on  women  I  may  have  been  a  little  short.  Those  are  the 
numbers  we  have  now. 

Let's  talk  about  what  we  are  doing  with  our  enlistment  for 
women.  My  goal 

Mr.  Carr.  Wait.  I  am  confused  now. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  between  7  and  8  percent  women  in  the 
Coast  Guard,  officer  and  enlisted.  My  goal  is  20  percent.  I  am  going 
to  get  that  by  retaining  the  women  I  have  and  by  recruiting 
women  as  I  talked  about.  My  goal  is  to  recruit  20  percent  women 
per  year.  I  want  to  do  that  by  1995.  I  was  up  to  about  13  to  14  per- 
cent last  year  in  recruiting  women,  and  we  are  working  on  that. 
That  is  where  I  think  we  want  to  put  our  emphasis. 

RECRUITING  COST  ESTIMATES 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  data  supplied  last  year  you  do  not 
include  personnel  or  overhead  costs  in  your  recruiting  cost  esti- 
mates. Why  not?  Shouldn't  the  cost  to  staff  a  recruiting  office  be 
included,  for  example? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  data  supplied  last  year  (p.  605)  was  in  response  to  a  question  requesting  infor- 
mation on  "recruiting  budgets."  Our  recruiting  budget  does  not  contain  personnel 
costs,  but  personnel  assigned  to  the  recruiting  program  are  accounted  for  in  the 
Coast  Guard's  overall  personnel  pay  system.  However,  we  do  consider  personnel  sal- 
aries as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  operating  the  program.  We  currently  have  323  billets 
and  7  positions  involved  in  recruiting.  This  includes  recruiters,  entrance  processing 
personnel,  program  administration  staff,  and  joint  service  representatives.  These 
personnel  are  a  necessary  part  of  the  resources  dedicated  to  the  recruiting  program 
on  a  recurring  basis.  Overhead  costs  (facility  leases,  telephone,  travel,  administra- 
tive equipment  and  supplies,  training,  etc.)  for  all  recruiting  offices  and  Regional 
Recruiting  Commands  were  included  in  the  data  under  Operating  Expenses.  The 
overhead  costs  for  the  Headquarters  staff  were  also  included,  with  the  exception  of 
office  space  and  telephone  costs,  which  are  included  in  the  operating  budget  for  the 
Coast  Guard  Headquarters  building.  Postal  costs  associated  with  recruiting  are  not 
available  as  direct  accounting  for  Coast  Guard  postal  activities  is  not  scheduled  for 
implementation  until  1  October  1994. 

RESERVE  STRENGTH 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  before  I  move  on  to  questions  on  defense  readi- 
ness, Mr.  Regula,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  couple. 

I  understand.  Admiral,  that  you  determined  that  8,000  is  the  ade- 
quate level  for  reservists.  How  did  you  arrive  at  that  number? 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Regula,  we  looked  at  what  was  happening 
worldwide  as  a  result  of  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union.  We 
looked  at  what  DOD  was  doing.  We  looked  at  what  Coast  Guard — 
specific  missions  we  had  for  our  reserves,  what  reserve  billets  were 
in  the  operations  plans  of  the  various  CINCS,  and  we  arrived  at 
the  figure  of  8,000  that  would  fulfill  all  of  the  requirements  for  the 
CINCS  OP  plans.  Now  that  is  for  defense-related  missions. 

In  addition,  we  have  non-defense  responsibilities  for  Coast  Guard 
reservists.  You  know,  they  were  very  active  in  response  to  Hurri- 
cane Andrew,  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  and  many  other  things  of 
that  nature.  We  feel  within  the  8,000  required  driven  by  defense 
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that  we  will  be  able  to  meet  those  needs  and  also  the  needs  for  the 
nondefense  items. 

Let  me  break  down  that  8,000  for  you.  Direct  support,  about  950. 
Those  are  people  going  directly  aboard  Coast  Guard  cutters  and 
Coast  Guard  units.  And  indirect  support,  about  6700,  who  would  be 
active  in  the  16  critical  load-out  ports  that  we  have,  and  at  strate- 
gic ports  and  on  various  staffs.  And  then,  the  final  350  are  those 
with  special  skills.  They  are  mainly  people  who  are  trained  to  re- 
spond to  environmental  incidents — oil  spills,  other  incidents — both 
in  peacetime  and  wartime. 

Now,  the  thing  that  concerns  me,  of  course,  is  the  rapid  draw- 
down of  our  reserve  force.  We  had  in  1992  an  authorized  selective 
reserve  of  11,500. 

Mr.  Regula.  Are  these  select  or  active? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  select  active  reserve.  They  then  were — that 
was  reduced  to  10,500  in  the  1993  budget.  We  are  talking  now 
about  a  reduction  down  to  8,000.  This  is  the  part  of  the  Coast 
Guard  that  is  being  drawn  down  because  of  national  defense  issues. 
The  other  parts  of  the  Coast  Guard  involved  in  national  defense 
are  either  remaining  the  same  or  increasing. 

Therefore,  I  am  concerned  about  this  rapid  drawdown.  I  am  con- 
cerned about  the  impact  on  our  people.  I  discussed  with  Senator 
Nunn,  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee,  the 
benefits  that  DOD  reservists  are  getting  that  are  let  go  involuntar- 
ily, and  we  are  investigating  those  for  Coast  Guard  reservists.  We 
think  that  there  will  be  a  need  to  come  forward  with  legislation  to 
provide  that. 

Right  now,  if  you  have  between  6  and  15  years  of  service  and 
leave  the  DOD  reserves,  you  get  severance  pay.  In  addition,  if  you 
have  greater  than  15  years  you  are  allowed  to  have  early  retire- 
ment. They  also  have  a  third  feature,  which  we  are  skeptical  about. 
And  that  is  if  you  are  already  authorized  retirement  you  are  given 
a  bonus  to  go  ahead  and  retire  and  not  stay  around.  That  is  ques- 
tionable in  our  mind. 

We  feel  that  if  this  package  were  provided  to  all  the  Coast  Guard 
reservists  that  would  have  to  be  released  involuntarily  about  the 
500  that  we  did  last  year  and  the  1,500  we  would  have  to  do  this 
coming  year,  the  cost  would  be  about  $2.3  million  total.  That  is  for 
the  severance  pay. 

The  early  retirement  isn't  going  to  cost  us  anjd:hing  now.  That 
would  only  accrue  when  they  reached  the  retirement  age  as  reserv- 
ists would  if  they  retired  with  20  or  more  than  20  years  service. 

Mr.  Regula.  Is  the  reserve  mission  and  the  way  you  handle  the 
reserve  programs  similar  to  what  the  Navy  does? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  a  good 

Mr.  Regula.  Two  weeks  and  all  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  Oh,  yes,  yes,  the  two  weeks.  And  then  the  train- 
ing that  we  provide  for  our  people  monthly,  that  is  very,  very 
similar. 

Mr.  Regula.  And  your  call-up  conditions  are  similar  to  what  the 
Navy  might  do? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  a  little  bit  more  authority  right  now  for 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  call  up  our  reservists  involun- 
tarily than  DOD  does.  But  as  a  result  of  the  incident  in  Somalia  I 
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think  DOD  has  our  language,  and  they  are  thinking  about  passing 
language  that  would  do  that,  give  the  Secretary  of  Defense  the 
same  authority. 

Mr.  Regula.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Merchant  Marine 
Committee  authorized  10,000  and  established  that  as  what  they 
thought  at  least  was  a  floor.  Have  you  negotiated  with  them  about 
the  8,000  number? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  the  authorization  for  Coast  Guard  reservists 
is  done  by  the  DOD  committees,  and  the  DOD  did  authorize  a  cer- 
tain number  for  all  services  and  for  the  National  Guard.  For  the 
Coast  Guard  they  authorized  15,000,  maybe  15,100.  But  what  hap- 
pened was  that  the  DOD  appropriating  committees  then  turned 
around  and  appropriated  the  funds  for  what  the  DOD  authorizing 
committees  authorized. 

The  Coast  Guard  Appropriations  Committees  did  not.  They  ap- 
propriated money  only  for  10,500  troops  and,  therefore,  not  having 
the  money  we  were  not  able  to  meet  that  floor. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 

Mr.  Regula.  I  understand  that  yesterday  you  discussed  your  re- 
lationship to  the  defense  agencies.  How  about  the  environmental 
agencies?  Because  you  do  get  into  things  like  spills.  Do  you  coordi- 
nate closely  with  EPA? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  work  very  closely  with  the  EPA  and  have  for 
a  long  time.  The  National  Response  Team  is  cochaired  by  EPA  and 
the  Coast  Guard,  and  we  have  very  active  working  relations  with 
them,  both  in  planning,  as  we  do  with  the  other  agencies  such  as 
NOAA  and  the  Park  Service,  people  of  that  nature,  DOD  included. 

I  have  a  meeting  scheduled  with  the  Administrator  of  the  EPA 
for  early  May  to  talk  about  these  issues.  Certainly,  we  are  support- 
ive of  the  work  that  EPA  is  doing,  and  we  have  always  had  a  very, 
I  think,  close,  cooperative,  noncompetitive  type  relationship.  I 
think  that  responsibilities  are  very  clearly  divided  between  what 
we  do  and  what  they  do. 

USER  FEES 

Mr.  Regula.  Last  question,  and  that  is  on  user  fees.  Do  you 
think  that  we  should  consider  additional  user  fees  given  the  fact 
that  we  have  real  budget  constraints? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  we  discussed  that  a  little  bit,  Mr.  Regula, 
yesterday. 

I  go  back  with  Coast  Guard  user  fees  until  1981  when  the  then- 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Coast  Guard,  Rear  Admiral  Paul  Yost  spoke  to 
Captain  Kime  and  said  we  were  going  to  mount  an  effort  to  get 
Coast  Guard  user  fees  for  all  the  services  we  do.  And  he  told  rne  I 
needed  visibility  if  I  was  ever  to  go  anywhere  in  this  organization. 

I  certainly  got  visibility,  just  like  a  bull's  eye.  And  I  have  worked 
through  that,  including  what  happened  when  the  Congress  did,  as 
part  of  the  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  that  set  up  the  fire  walls,  put 
in  user  fees  for  Coast  Guard  services  for  recreational  boaters  and 
for  some  direct  fees  that  we  do.  We  know  the  sense  of  Congress  res- 
olutions that  repeal  these,  the  difficulties  that  we  had.  Certainly,  I 
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am  supportive — where  you  can  identify  a  service  to  a  special 
group — of  charging  user  fees. 

We  are  continuing  to  do  that  in  the  area  of  Merchant  Marine  in- 
spection for  licensing  of  personnel,  inspections  of  vessels,  plan 
review  and  things  of  that  nature. 

Although  there  is  a  lawsuit  now  that  has  been  well  written  up  in 
the  paper — the  major  labor  unions  have  sued  us,  say  that  we  can't 
charge  for  issuing  licenses.  And,  they  are  personally  appealing  to 
the  President  on  that  issue.  We  are  certainly,  in  general,  support- 
ive, but  recognize  it  is  very,  very  difficult  to  implement  and  not 
very  well  received  by  the  public. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  have  a  couple  parochial  questions,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  will  submit  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right. 

PORT  SECURITY  UNITS 

Mr.  Regula.  I  have  been  contacted  by  constituents  regarding  a 
proposal  to  move  the  Port  Security  Units,  PSUs,  from  Milwaukee, 
Cleveland  and  Buffalo  to  new  locations  outside  of  the  9th  Coast 
Guard  District.  Would  you  describe  the  mission  of  PSUs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  primary  mission  of  the  three  Coast  Guard  Reserve  Port  Security  Units  is  to 
conduct  water-side  security  operations  using  armed  22  foot  or  27  foot  Coast  Guard 
small  boats  at  critical  overseas  embarkation  ports  when  requested  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

Mr.  Regula.  What  are  your  plans  for  their  possible  relocation 
and  why? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  has  been  no  decision  made  to  move  any  of  the  PSU's.  The  Coast  Guard  is 
studying  a  number  of  options,  including  possible  collocation  of  the  PSU's  with  ap- 
propriate DOD  units,  to  improve  the  overall  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  the 
PSU's  in  response  to  lessons  learned  from  Desert  Shield/Storm.  One  of  the  major 
lessons  learned  was  these  units  should  be  dedicated  drilling  Reserve  units,  a  change 
from  their  current  "notional"  status  where  the  PSU's  only  train  together  for  a  two 
week  period  every  one  or  two  years. 

MORALE,  welfare  AND  RECRETION  AT  DOD 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  don't  have  any  questions. 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  go  back  to  the  morale,  wel- 
fare and  recreation  issue  just  a  minute? 

Mr.  Carr.  Certainly. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  have  an  article  here  from  the  Navy  Times  12 
April  issue  with  Mr.  Aspin  on  it  saying,  the  1994  budget,  fewer 
jobs.  Then  the  inset  which  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record 
talks  "But  housing,  child  care  get  a  boost."  And  it  indicates  that 
the  Navy  is  going  to  increase  the  money  spent  on  housing  for  its 
people  by  44  percent  and,  in  addition  to  that,  $80  million  for  child 
care  facilities.  And,  morale  and  welfare  and  recreation  programs 
would  gain  $56  million  over  1993,  a  27  percent  increase. 

So  you  can  see  which  direction  DOD  is  going  into  looking  after 
our  people  and  why  I  feel  it  is  so  important  that  we  certainly  try  to 
keep  pace  instead  of  falling  behind. 

[The  information  follows:] 


871 

As  requested,  attached  is  a  copy  of  an  article  from  the  April  12  issue  of  Navy 
Times  entitled,  "94  Budget:  Fewer  jobs"  with  a  sidebar  article  "But  housing,  child 
care  get  a  boost." 
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April  12.  1993/WAyyTIMES 


This  Week 


'94  budget:  Fewer  jobs 


But  housing, 
child  care 
get  a  boost 


WASHINGTON  -  It's  a  budgwt 
plan  that's  filled  with  cuta,  but 
there  are  two  notable  exceptions: 
The  Navy  is  seeloDg  large  inocaaea 
in  funding  for  bousing  and  quaU^ 
of  life  programs. 

The  Navy  is  hoping  to  increase 
funding  for  base  housing  by  44  per- 
cent, from  $992  milhon  in  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  to  $1.4  billion  in 
'94.  In  all,  that's  a  rise  of  $438 
million. 

The  increase  will  cover  new 
housing  unitfi  and  heavily  empha- 
size renovating  existing  bousing. 

Testifying  before  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee  March 
31,  Adm.  Frank  B.  Kelso  II.  the 
chief  of  naval  operations  and  acting 
Navy  secretary  acknowledged  that 
the  Navy  bad  not  always  done  the 
beat  job  in  the  area  of  housing.  But 
he  eaid  the  service  is  changing. 

"In  some  cases  we  have  not  pro- 
vided as  good  as  we  should  have, 
particularly  in  the  maintenance  of 
housing  assets."  Kelso  said  under 
questioning  from  Rep.  Dave 
McCurdy,  D-OkJa.  "The  new  money 
is  primarily  for  the  improvement  of 
what  we  have.  It's  not  building  a  lot 
of  new  housing.  It's  to  provide  a 
standard  and  to  refurbish  to  that 
standard,"  in  bachelors'  quarters 
for  both  enlistadfi  and  oSJcers. 

The  new  bpending  indudes: 

■  1,300  new  bachelor  quarters 
spaces  at  five  locations  including 
Newport.  RJ.;  Norfolk,  Va,;  Pearl 
Harbor;  St  Ntawgan  in  the  United 
Kingdom;  and  Camp  Lejeune,  N.C. 

■  $165  million  in  improvements 
and  renovations  at  existing  bache- 
lor quarters. 

■  1.456  new  family  bousing  units 
at  10  locations  including  Norfolk, 
San  Diego  and  Bremerton,  Wash.,  as 
well  as  in  some  overseas  locations. 

■  $166  miUion  in  improvements 
to  existing  family  housing. 

■  600  new  leased  family  units. 

■  Continued  upgrades  to  housing 
in  Naples,  Italy. 

The  Navy  also  has  asked  for  $80 
million  for  child  care  facihties,  in- 
cluding the  construction  of  eight 
new  child  care  centers.  Overall 
spending  on  child  caiv  would  rise 
51  percent  over  1993. 

And  morale,  recreation  and  wel- 
fare programs  would  gain  $56  mil- 
lion over  1993.  a  27  percent 
increase. 


By  Rick  Maze 

Timn  *Ufl  wnter 

WASHINGTON  —  The  Clinton  adminis- 
tration's 1994  defense  budget  accelerates 
manpower  reductions,  while  delaying  long- 
range  decisions  about  weapons  systems  un- 
til after  the  Pentagon  completes  a  "bottom- 
up"  review  of  mditary  ^>ending 

The  result:  A  1994  defense  budget  thai 
pleases  no  one,  including  Defense  Secreteiry 
Le£  Aspin. 

Appearing  before  the  House  and  Senate 
armed  services  committees,  Aspin  described 
the  $263.4  billion  defense  budget  for  1994 
as  one  that  has  the  military  "treading 
water" 

"This  is  essentially  a  budget  put  together 
as  best  we  can,"  Aspin  said  March  30  in 
testimony  before  the  House  committee.  He 
made  similar  remarks  April  1  before  the 
Senate  committee. 

Cutting  people 

But  for  service  members  who  find  them- 
selves encouraged  to  Ic^ve  —  or  even  forced 
out  during  the  next  year  —  Aspin's  desaip- 
tion  might  be  difficult  to  swallow. 

The  administration  proposes  reduang  by 
108,000  the  number  of  people  on  active 
duty,  or  about  24,000  more  people  than 
would  have  been  dropped  from  the  ranks 
by  President  Bush  in  1994 

Although  there  are  cnlics  of  the  plan. 
Army  Gen,  Cotin  Powell,  chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  said  the  reductions 
"are  manageable  without  damage  to  the 
force  " 

"We  all  know  we  have  to  reduce  fur- 
ther," Powell  said,  but  "we  have  to  pace 
the  reductions  so  it  ts  manageable."  He 
urged  Congress  to  resist  the  temptation  to 
cut  foster  or  deeper  than  Aspin  is 
recomm  ending. 

Most  of  the  personnel  cuts  will  be  made 
through  reduced  recruiting  and  normal  at- 
trition, but  the  services  will  continue  to  use 
early-out  incentives  and  some  involuntary 
separations  to  achieve  the  goal  of  reducing 
the  mihtary  personnel  budget  by  $6.2  bil- 
bon,  a  9  percent  cut,  defense  personnel  offi- 
cials said. 

"In  reduang  its  ranks,  DoD  will  rely  on 
retirements,  fewer  accessions,  attrition  and 
voluntary  measures  as  much  as  possible," 
Aspin  said- 
Sparing  weapons 

While  accelerating  force  structure  cuts 
that  would  have  to  be  made  no  matter  how 
the  national  security  review  turns  out,  the 
administration  took  a  hands-ofT  approach 
to  mili'-ary  hardware  ^jending.  The  pro- 
posed budget  would  cancel  no  mtyor  weap- 
ons systems  and,  m  fact,  leaves  more  weap- 
ons under  development  than  could  have 
been  afforded  even  under  Bush  administra- 
tion budgets. 

Aspin  conceded  there  is  a  lot  of  turmoil 
in  the  military,  brought  on  by  the  draw- 
down and  poLcy  proposals  that  would  open 
combat  jobs  to  women  and  lift  the  mih- 
tary's  ban  on  homosexuals. 

"Somehow  we  have  to  be  able  to  deal 
with  those  issues  [and]  all  of  the  uncertain- 
ty it  creates  m  our  fighting  forces,"  Aspin 


Aspin:  To  reduce  military  ranks,  the  Pentagon  will  rely  on  'retirements,  fewer 
accessions,  attrition  and  voluntary  measures  ' 


said-  "Our  troops  wil(  benefit  from  rigorous 
tnuning,  strong  quality-of-life  programs  in- 
cluding barracks  improvements  and  farmly 
housing,  and  personnel  policies  reffecting 
oiiT  high  concern  for  our  people  and  their 
families. " 

Aspm's  idea  of  what  it  takes  to  settle  the 
unrest  in  the  ranks  doesn't  jibe  with  what 
some  lawmakers  said  is  needed.  Rep.  Ike 
Skclton,  D-Mo.,  chairman  of  the  House 
subcommittee  on  military  forces  and  per- 
sonnel, said  as  long  as  the  ultimate  size  of 
the  force  is  unclear,  the  mUitaiy  will  have 
morale  problems.  "If  they  could  see  a  hot- 


More  on  the  budget 


■  CUnton's  plan  is  really  a  Bush 
budget  with  rmnor  modifications  .29 

■  The  V-22  Osprey,  a  third 
Seawolf  submarine  and  two  tactical 
aircraft  programs  —  the  F/A-I8  E/F 
and  the  A/FX  —  were  left  hanging 
until  1995 30 

■  From  taking  inventory  on  all 
defense  forces  and  personnel  to  re~ 
evaluating  rotes  and  missions.  De- 
fense Secretary  Aspin  wants  to  re- 
view it  all   . .    .34 


tom-out  of  the  personnel  levels,  they  could 
see  a  future,"  Skclton  said. 

But  Aspin  refused  to  speculate  on  how 
low  manpower  levels  might  fall.  "It  is  im- 
possible to  say  what  it  will  be,"  Aspm  said 
"We  live  in  an  uncertain  world,  and  il  is 
very  difficult  for  people  who  live  in  an  un- 
certain world.  It  would  be  a  terrible  thing 
to  tell  them  this  is  the  bottom  line  only  to 
have  it  shift  on  them." 

Key  cuts 

The  key  elements  of  the  accelerated 
drawdown  are: 

■  The  decommissioning  of  38  Navy 
ships, 

■  The  elimination  of  two  active  Army 
divisions, 

■  And  the  removal  of  two  Air  Force 
fighter  wings  "equivalents"  from  the  active 
force. 


Defense  persoruiel  officials  said  the  per- 
sonnel cuts  are  manageable  because  the 
services  have  been  ahead  of  the  authorized 
drawdown  cuts  for  most  of  the  year.  And 
with  the  addition  of  15-year  retirement  as 
an  early-out  incentive  for  some  senior  peo- 
ple in  overpopulated  skills  and  pay  grades, 
the  accelerated  drawdown  will  be  made  eas- 
ier, the  personnel  officials  said. 

But  Powell  rcfiued  to  downplay  the  sig- 
nificance of  the  reductions  on  service  mem- 
bers. "These  cuts  affect  everyone  in  the 
mihtary  on  a  personal  level."  he  said. 

Service  members  "are  being  told  it  is 
time  to  go.  that  their  services  are  no  longer 
needed  All  servicemen  and  women  recog- 
nize that  they  must  do  their  part  to  help 
America  restore  its  economic  momentum 
and  move  to  a  mihtary  force  sized  for  the 
new.  post-Cold  War  era,"  Powrell  said.  "But, 
as  their  civilian  and  mihtary  leadership,  we 
must  not  break  the  faith  with  these  dedi- 
cated young  professionals." 

Many  Democrats  expected  more  from  As- 
pm, the  former  House  Armed  Services  com- 
mittee chairman,  who  last  year  proposed  a 
major  Pentagon  overhaul,  "I  had  hoped 
that  by  engaging  the  vast  analytical  re- 
sources of  the  Department  of  Defense,  Sec- 
retary Aspm  could  go  beyond  the  work 
done  by  this  committee  last  year,  to  find 
new  ways  to  give-  us  a  better  defense  for 
less  money,"  said  Rep.  Ronald  V.  Dellums, 
D-CaliT.,  who  succeeded  Aspin  as  the  House 
committee  chairman. 

Dellums  said  it  is  cruaal  to  make  long- 
range  decisions  about  the  size  of  the  force 
as  soon  as  possible  "Personnel  turbulence 
associated  with  continued  changes  in  the 
tar^  force  structure  can  negatively  affect 
morale  and  unit  cohesion,  making  quality 
servicemen  and  women  more  likely  to 
leave,"  he  said. 

Meanwhile,  many  Repubhcans  and  some 
conservative  Democrats  were  asking  how 
the  administration  can  propose  $172  billion 
in  defense  savmgs  over  the  ne3[t  five  years 
when,  as  Aspin  said,  essential  decisions 
about  long-range  national  security  needs 
have  not  been  made. 
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DOD  BASE  CLOSINGS 


Mr.  Carr.  That  raises  to  mind  another  and  somewhat  unrelated 
question,  but  maybe  this  is  as  good  a  time  to  ask  as  any.  During 
the  Base  Closing  Commission's  deliberations  on  the  DOD's  delibera- 
tions on  base  closings,  did  the  Coast  Guard,  number  one,  look  at 
the  realignments  being  proposed  by  the  other  services  and  number 
two,  did  the  Coast  Guard  see  any  opportunities  in  those  realign- 
ments? 

I  keep  thinking  about  Kodiak  again.  At  one  point  Kodiak  was  a 
Navy  base,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  and  when  it  was  closed  it  was  in  a 
good  location  logistically  for  the  Coast  Guard,  and  it  made  sense  to 
convert  it.  As  we  go  along  this  base  closing  thing,  are  you  folks 
looking  at  opportunities  which  might  lead  to  consolidation  at  a 
better  location,  for  example? 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  looking  at  both  opportuni- 
ties and  problems.  We  did  not  have  an  input  to  the  individual  serv- 
ice list  nor  to  the  DOD  list  that  came  out,  the  preliminary  list  that 
will  be  modified  and  voted  up  and  down  I  guess  by  the  first  of  July. 
There  are  opportunities,  and  we  have  already  taken  advantage  of 
these  with  housing  at  various  places,  and  we  are  continuing  to 
monitor  that. 

Also,  where  we  are  purchasing  housing  and  the  base  facility  is 
going  to  be  closing,  we  are  looking  at  that  to  see  what  impact  it 
would  have.  Obviously,  any  DOD  facilities  that  would  become  avail- 
able for  Coast  Guard  use,  whether  it  be  housing  or  whether  it  be 
pier  space  or  whether  it  be  shore  facilities,  we  are  certainly  going 
to  look  at  those  if  they  are  advantageous  to  us. 

The  unfortunate  part  is  most  of  the  DOD  facilities  are  so  large 
that  it  is  difficult  for  us.  The  one  you  mentioned  at  Kodiak  was  an 
excellent  example  of  us  taking  over  and  greatly  modernizing  a  fa- 
cility. 

I  think  the  real  impact  of  the  DOD  closures  could  be  a  very  nega- 
tive one.  First,  in  the  support  of  our  people — their  commissaries, 
the  exchange,  the  medical  facilities  are  going  to  be  drawn  down. 
They  will  be  closing  significant  housing  facilities  around  where  we 
share  housing  with  them,  and  we  don't  know  how  that  is  going  to 
come  out. 

Particular  areas  of  concern  that  we  have  are  the  Charleston, 
South  Carolina,  area.  We  are  concerned  about  Cape  Cod.  We  are 
concerned  about  the  San  Francisco-Alameda  area  very  much. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  have  three  air  stations — Philadelphia, 
Chicago,  San  Francisco — that  are  of  concern.  We  have  Coast  Guard 
air  stations  in  McClelland  Air  Force  Base  in  Sacramento,  an  air 
station  at  the  Naval  Air  Station  in  Glenview,  Illinois,  where  our 
Chicago  air  station  is.  And  the  Navy  has  on  the  list  their  air  sta- 
tion at  Barbers  Point,  Hawaii,  where  we  also  have  aircraft. 

Locally,  our  people  have  formed  task  groups.  I  have  firsthand 
knowledge  of  what  they  are  doing  in  the  San  Francisco-Oakland 
area  to  see  just  what  the  impact  is  going  to  be  on  us.  Certainly, 
there  will  be  advantages,  and,  if  they  are  there,  we  will  take  them. 
We  will  try  to  minimize  the  negative  impacts  that  they  will  have, 
and  we  will  try  to  make  known  to  DOD  just  what  the  negative  im- 
pacts are  going  to  be.  And,  of  course,  we  are  waiting  very  anxiously 
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to  see  what  comes  out  of  this  with  the  final  list  that  will  come  out 
this  summer  and  be  approved. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  there  some  areas,  like  in  Charleston,  where  your 
level  of  activity  has  a  lot  to  do  with  the  level  of  the  Navy's  activity 
and  that,  if  their  activity  is  a  lot  less,  you  can  resize? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  think  so  in  Charleston.  We  have  a  group 
office  there.  We  have  a  cutter.  We  have  some  stations  in  the  area. 
We  have  a  Marine  Safety  Office.  A  new  air  facility  has  recently 
been  put  into  place.  I  don't  see  any  real  growth  there  moving  from 
other  places  operationally  to  do  that. 

And,  politically,  to  do  that  I  see  some  real  downsides,  as  you 
know,  when  we  would  have  to  start  closing  facilities  elsewhere.  We 
certainly  would  be  willing  to  face  that  political  heat  if  we  thought 
it  was  cost-effective  to  do  it.  But  right  now  I  don't  really  see  any 
great  growth  there  or  perhaps  in  any  of  the  places.  You  are  talking 
about,  operationally,  a  need  for  more  ships,  boats,  aircraft,  et 
cetera. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well  I  guess  my  point  wasn't  really  geographically 
specific  from  my  own  point  of  knowledge.  I  don't  simply  know 
enough  about  all  the  missions  at  all  of  your  locations.  But  just  in- 
tuitively it  would  seem  that  some  of  what  you  do  is  in  support  of 
what  the  Navy  does  or  is  in  parallel.  They  have  a  certain  amount, 
a  level  of  ship  activity  along  with  everyone  else  that  is  shipping  in 
that  area.  You  certainly  would  presume  to  reduce  the  traffic  and 
perhaps  change  your  tasking  requirements. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  traditionally  positioned  our  forces  to 
meet  the  missions  that  we  have  to  serve  the  public  and  meet  the 
safety  and  environmental  taskings  that  we  have  and  have  not  been 
governed  by — that  hasn't  been  the  overwhelming  consideration. 
That  is  what  DOD  does. 

Certainly,  we  have  taken  advantage  of  where  DOD  is  in  many 
cases.  There  are  some  real  economies  of  scale  there,  especially 
when  the  DOD  budget  was  a  bit  larger.  Some  of  those  advantages 
are  going  down  now  as  DOD  is  requiring  everybody  to  pay  fair 
market  value  for  just  about  all  services  that  they  render. 

This  is  an  area  we  are  looking  at  very  carefully,  Mr.  Chairman. 
It  is  in  a  state  of  flux.  It  has  some  potential  upsides,  some  potential 
downsides,  and  they  vary  from  locality  to  locality,  and  we  have  our 
eye  on  that. 

JOINT  USE  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  part  of  looking  at  that  include  perhaps  your 
own  joint  use  at  a  civilian  airport?  Have  you  looked  at  commercial 
airports  or  general  aviation  airports  that  might  provide  a  target  of 
opportunity  for  you  in  terms  of  your  own  consolidations? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  in  many  cases  collocated  with  civilian 
airports.  We  are  very  close  to  the  Lindbergh  Field  in  San  Diego 
just  across  the  street,  and  we  use  those  runways  for  our  fixed-wing 
aircraft. 

At  Los  Angeles,  where  we  have  an  air  station,  we  are  at  LAX.  In 
San  Francisco,  where  we  have  an  air  station,  we  are  at  San  Fran- 
cisco International.  The  same  thing  in  Clearwater,  Florida.  So 
there  are  many  cases  there. 
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And  if,  in  fact,  such  as  in  Chicago,  the  Navy  closes,  we  would  be 
looking  to  see  what  the  city  is  going  to  do  with  that  to  see  if  we 
could  remain  there.  Obviously,  relocating  is  costly,  and  if  we  are 
going  to  keep  an  air  station  there  we  would  be  looking  to  work 
with  the  city  there. 

Those  are  the  kinds  of  things  we  are  going  to  be  doing  for  all 
this,  to  just  minimize  the  impact  on  us. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman? 

NTSB  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  had  a  question  of  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
when  they  testified  before  this  subcommittee.  And  one  of  the  points 
that  was  kind  of  interesting  to  me  was  how  long  it  took  to  get  the 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board  recommendations  and  re- 
sponses back  from  the  various  agencies. 

And  Mr.  Vogt,  was  testifying  at  the  time.  And  I  asked  him — in 
attempting  to  learn  the  process,  as  I  pointed  out  I  was  doing,  I  said 
he  highlighted  the  fact  that  he  makes  recommendations  to  the 
FAA  on  aviation  safety  issues,  and  I  asked  how  long  it  took  to  hear 
back  from  FAA  about  those  recommendations.  He  responded, 
within  90  days  is  pretty  good. 

And  I  said,  what  other  ones?  And  he  pointed  out — he  said,  mari- 
time has  been  slow  in  the  past,  but  we  are  working  on  that.  And  I 
said,  do — asked  if  they  had  the  same  legal  requirements.  He  said, 
yes. 

And  then  we  got  to  the  issue  of  the  United  States  Coast  Guard, 
and  Mr.  Swiedler  testified  that  since  1988  it  had  taken  266  days  for 
a  first  response.  All  the  other  agencies  are  in  between,  most  come 
in  at  100  to  110  days. 

I  am  not  trying  to  highlight  just  the  Coast  Guard,  but  it  seems  to 
me  there  are  a  number  that  are  having  trouble  getting  information 
back.  And,  if  that  is  the  case,  maybe  it  is  a  problem  with  personnel. 
If  it  is  an  issue  that  you  would  like  to  address,  I  would  appreciate 
hearing  from  you  about  that  issue  specifically. 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  Mr.  Coleman,  this  is  an  area  that  is  of  con- 
cern to  me,  too.  I  met  with  the  Chairman  of  the  National  Transpor- 
tation Safety  Board  soon  after  he  took  his  office,  and  I  met  several 
times  with  his  predecessor  and  the  staff,  and  my  staff  is  working 
with  the  NTSB  staff  right  now  to  try  to  do  this. 

Sometimes,  the  delay  is  the  complexity  of  the  request.  Many  of 
the  things  they  ask  of  us  have  to  be  done  internationally  and  re- 
quire a  very  close  look.  We  are  bound  by  the  Administrative  Proce- 
dures Act  in  many  of  the  things  that  we  have  to  do. 

But  I  think  we  are  being  very  responsive  to  NTSB  right  now  in 
many,  many  areas.  I  am  concerned  about  a  long  list  of  very  old  rec- 
ommendations that  have  been  responded  to.  In  fact,  the  corre- 
spondence has  gone  back  and  forth,  and  we  are  trying  to  bring 
some  resolution  to  those  to  get  them  off  the  books,  and  we  have 
about  200  that  predate  1988.  We  began  work  in  February  with  the 
NTSB  to  do  something  about  that,  and  we  expect  about  175  of  the 
317  recommendations  we  have  open  will  be  closed  by  the  fall  of 
this  year,  hopefully  in  October,  much  of  that  due  to  international 
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action.  Then,  we  hope  to  begin  another  review  this  summer  which 
by  about  the  same  time  will  close  another  40  of  these  recommenda- 
tions. 

I  think  the  relationship  between  the  Coast  Guard  and  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board  is  good.  I  think  we  both  have  the 
same  goals.  NTSB  sometimes  does  not  have  to  show  a  cost  benefit 
to  their  recommendation.  They  are  not  guided  by  the  Administra- 
tive Procedures  Act  and  by  the  budget,  so  the  things  that  they  rec- 
ommend sometimes  have  to  follow  through  that.  But  I  think  we 
have  a  good  dialogue  with  them.  We  are  trying  to  improve  it. 

I  think  the  point  you  are  making — that  we  need  to  be  as  respon- 
sive as  possible — is  very  well  taken,  and  I  support  it. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Well,  thank  you  very  much. 

I  would  point  out  that  Mr.  Vogt  did  say  at  the  end  of  the  testimo- 
ny— he  said  a  lot  of  that  is  historical  as  well.  He  said  that  he 
thinks  it  is  fair  to  say  that  in  the  last  few  years  they  have  seen 
improvement  in  all  of  these  response  times.  I  would  just  continue 
to  urge  that  effort. 

I  am  very  concerned  that  we  have  some  agencies  in  the  Federal 
Government  that  feel  like  it  is  something  they  don't  need  to  deal 
with,  and  I  raise  the  issue  about  legislation  in  that  area,  in  that 
field  and  in  that  area.  And  if  we  needed  some,  I  wanted  their  rec- 
ommendations. They  did  not  make  that  recommendation  because  of 
the  statement  that  I  just  read  to  you  that  Mr.  Vogt  made.  I  would 
hope  that  will  be  the  case. 

DRUG  LAW  ENFORCEMENT — INTERAGENCY  COORDINATION 

With  respect  to — there  was  testimony  yesterday,  I  understand, 
concerning  the  Coast  Guard's  efforts  in — and  its  relationship  with 
the  national  anti-drug  effort  that  has  been  made.  And  I  am  par- 
ticularly interested  in  terms  of  the  Coast  Guard's  understanding  of 
its  continued  association  with  the  various  joint  task  forces  as  well 
as  EPIC  and  others.  I  wonder  if  you  had  any  particular  comments 
you  might  like  to  make  with  respect  to  that  issue. 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Coleman,  one  thing  I  have  tried  to  do  is  build 
a  proper  relationship  with  the  other  agencies  working  the  war  on 
drugs — Customs,  DEA  in  particular  and  certainly  DOD — to  make 
sure  that  we  did  not  have  any  overlap,  and  we  didn't  have  any 
stovepipe,  rice  bowl  type  issues  like  those  that  have  occurred,  un- 
fortunately, in  the  past. 

I  think  we  have  done  that  very  well.  I  had  an  excellent  relation- 
ship with  Ms.  Carol  Hallett  when  she  was  the  head  of  Customs, 
and  I  have  already  met  with  her  successor  and  will  be  meeting 
more  with  him  even  though  he  has  not  been  confirmed  yet. 

And,  my  relationship  with  Judge  Bonner  of  DEA  goes  back  to 
the  days  when  we  were  in  Los  Angeles  together  when  I  was  a  Dis- 
trict Commander  and  he  was  the  U.S.  Attorney  there  working  on 
zero  tolerance. 

Let  me  say  that  we  are  continuing  to  maintain  our  relationships 
at  all  levels  with  the  Border  Interdiction  Committee,  with  ONDCP, 
with  DOD,  EPIC,  all  those  and  the  joint  task  force  that  you  men- 
tioned. 
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Let  me  say  also  that  the  administration  is  taking  a  very  close 
look  at  what  the  new  national  drug  control  policy  ought  to  be,  the 
balance  between  the  supply  and  the  demand  side.  ONDCP  and  the 
National  Security  Council  have  taken  the  lead  in  this.  I  cannot  get 
into  the  specifics  because  they  are  classified.  We  would  be  very 
pleased  to  come  up  and  talk  to  you  in  closed  session  or  in  private  to 
say  exactly  what  some  of  these  are.  We  have  not  reached  a  conclu- 
sion in  this  yet,  but  we  are  participating  very  actively  in  what  is 
happening. 

We  feel  that  there  is  a  very  strong,  continued  role  to  play  on  the 
supply  side.  We  feel  that  the  demand  side  is  where  the  growth,  the 
additional  funds  probably  will  go.  We  think  we  have  enjoyed  some 
considerable  success  in  what  we  have  done  in  the  whole  program 
since  ONDCP  has  come  on  line,  and  we  look  forward  to  continuing 
to  work  on  this. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Well,  thank  you  for  your  testimony.  I  would  just 
hope  that  you,  along  with  some  of  the  other  major  players  in  this 
effort,  would  take  recommendations  with  respect  to  putting  some 
one  individual  in  charge.  It  would  still  be  an  idea,  a  concept  that 
maybe  shouldn't  go  away. 

A  lot  of  us  happen  to  believe  that  that  is  a  big  part  of  the  prob- 
lem and  a  lack — and  a  true  overlap  that  does  go  on.  I  can't  say 
with  any  specificity  certainly  with  respect  to  the  Coast  Guard,  but 
I  happen  to  feel  very  strongly  and  have  names,  dates  and  places 
and  facts  where  I  think  we  can  eliminate  some  of  the  duplicative 
efforts  that  are  being  made,  all  by  well-intentioned,  good,  indeed 
brave  people.  And  I  just  hope  that  we — that  at  some  point  we  can 
put  someone  in  charge  at  the  right  arm  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  get  the  coordination  that  I  think  is  really  lacking. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  certainly  want  to  continue  to  work  on  coordi- 
nation, Mr.  Coleman.  If  there  are  any  specific  areas  where  you 
think  that  we  can  make  progress  in  what  we  are  doing,  we  would 
be  more  than  pleased  to  talk  to  you  and  to  pursue  those. 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  would  be  happy  to.  I  think  indeed  that  that 
would  be  a  good  idea  for  us  to  have  that  meeting. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  will  do  that,  sir. 

MINORITY  RECRUITING 

Mr.  Coleman.  Let  me  understand — say — I  understand  earlier 
this  morning  you  testified  that  the  numbers  of  personnel  are  down 
with  respect  to  minorities  and  women. 

Admiral  Kime.  Not  down,  not  decreasing.  Increasing,  but  not  in- 
creasing fast  enough. 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  just  want  to  recommend  that  recruitment  for  the 
Coast  Guard  continue  but  also  be  targeted  to  many  minority  uni- 
versities. 

I  happen  to  represent  one  in  my  Congressional  District.  We  do 
send  the  largest  percentage  of  minority  students  to  the  service 
academies  from  my  district,  a  fact  and  statistic  we  are  very  proud 
of.  Our  young  people  continue  to  have  a  great  deal  of  interest  in 
the  service  and,  interestingly,  out  in  the  west  Texas  desert  many 
have  a  great  deal  of  regard,  high  regard  for  the  Coast  Guard  itself. 
I  know  we  have  a  number  of  applicants  every  year  that  I  recom- 
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mend,  and  I  am  very  happy  to  say  to  you  we  are  pleased  that  we 
have  so  many  fine  young  people  that  want  to  attend  your  Acade- 
my. But  I  urge  you  to  continue  with  the  minority  universities 
effort. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  going  to  continue  with  that.  We  have  sev- 
eral programs,  one  I  am  in  the  first  stages  of  initiating.  We  have 
had  a  long,  ongoing  relationship  with  the  historic  black  colleges 
and  universities,  and  we  just  entered  into  a  relationship  with 
HACU  for  the  Hispanic  community,  and  we  are  exploring  whether 
or  not  they  would  be  receptive  to  us  recruiting  on  campus  for  those 
freshmen  completing  their  freshmen  year  who  might  enter  the 
Coast  Guard  Academy.  I  think  their  enrollment  is  up  significantly, 
especially  in  historically  black  colleges  and  universities  where  even 
the  majority  enrollment  is  up  by  about  15  percent.  We  think  this 
might  be  fertile  ground  to  do  it. 

We  don't  want  to  be  accused  of  meddling,  and  my  chief  of  our 
Office  of  Civil  Rights  has  close  ties  with  these  universities;  his  ini- 
tial reaction  is  they  would  receive  it  very  favorably. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Well,  mention  that  I  brought  it  up,  if  you  would, 
to  him  or  her,  and  I  will  be  happy  to  help  facilitate  that. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir. 

PLANS  FOR  OPERATIONS  SYSTEM  CENTER  IN  MARTINSBURG 

Mr.  Coleman.  One  last  question  if  I  might,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
thank  you  for  the  time. 

I  was  just  wondering  what  your  future  plans  were  for  the  ex- 
panded use  of  the  Operations  Systems  Center  in  Martinsburg,  West 
Virginia.  I  wonder  if  you  might  give  us  some  information  about 
that. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  looking  at  that,  Mr.  Coleman.  We  have  a 
master  plan  that  is  under  development,  and  we  hope  to  have  it 
completed  late  this  spring  or  early  this  summer.  And,  we  are  look- 
ing at  facility  issues,  growth  capacity  and  what  role  that  the  Oper- 
ations Systems  Center  in  Martinsburg  will  play  in  our  whole  infor- 
mation resource  management — IRM — approach.  We  are  looking  at 
the  existing  facility  as  to  what  we  might  be  able  to  do  there. 

We  intend  to  locate  a  Coast  Guard  network  control  facility  at  the 
OSC.  We  are  looking  at  all  of  the  information  resource  and  commu- 
nications facilities  outside  of  Washington  that  the  Coast  Guard  op- 
erates to  see  if  there  are  opportunities  for  some  consolidation,  and 
OSC  in  Martinsburg  is  a  good  place.  It  is  close  to  Washington.  It  is 
readily  accessible.  The  quality  of  life  there  for  our  people  is  out- 
standing. 

Most  of  the  people  there  we  have  now  are  civilian,  and  we  have 
had  great  luck  in  attracting  people,  retaining  people.  People  like 
the  life  that  they  lead  there.  The  military  people  like  it  a  great 
deal,  too.  So  that  is  something  that,  once  we  get  the  master  plan 
together,  we  will  be  able  to  share  some  more  specific  information 
on  that. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Do  you  have  the  law  enforcement  information 
system  plan  to  be  there  as  well? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  right  now  our  AMVER  program  which 
is  used  in  search  and  rescue  cases,  keeping  track  of  merchant  ves- 
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sels  that  participate.  The  Marine  Safety  Information  System  is  run 
from  there.  We  run  our  computer-aided  search  plan,  CASP,  and 
also  our  law  enforcement  system,  LEIS,  from  there  right  now. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you  for  the  time,  Mr.  Chairman.  Appreciate  it. 

CG  CUTTER  MACKINAW  DECOMMISSIONING 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  before  returning  to  a  fairly  lengthy  series  of 
questions  about  your  mission  profiles,  I  would  like  to  talk  about  the 
decommissioning  of  the  Mackinaw  and  what  is  going  on  in  the 
Great  Lakes.  How  does  the  Coast  Guard  view  the  future  of  its  re- 
sponsibilities in  the  Great  Lakes  both  for  search  and  rescue  and  for 
icebreaking  in  the  wake  of  a  decommissioning  of  the  Mackinaw? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  we  have  a  very  strong  commitment  to  the 
Great  Lakes,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  we  feel  the  Coast  Guard  presence 
is  very  much  needed  there,  not  just  for  icebreaking  but  for  search 
and  rescue,  environmental  response,  aids  to  navigation  and  boating 
safety — all  the  many  things  that  we  do.  Our  commitment  for  ice- 
breaking in  particular  remains  just  as  it  has  been  in  the  past. 
What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  meet  that  commitment  in  these  crit- 
ical budget  times  in  the  most  cost-effective  way. 

I  realize  the  Mackinaw  is  a  very  emotional  issue  with  the  people 
on  the  Great  Lakes.  They  look  at  that  as  the  first  step  of  us  leav- 
ing. That  is  not  true.  We  believe  that  the  new  140-foot  icebreaking 
tugs,  that  we  have  up  there  can  do  the  job  with  two  in  tandem. 

We  are  also  looking  at  putting  an  additional  tug  up  there.  The 
icebreaker  program  director  and  the  district  commander  are  doing 
a  study  now,  and  the  initial  indications  are  that  that  is  what  we 
would  be  doing,  is  moving  one  from  somewhere  else  to  there. 

Just  talk  about  the  cost  impact.  It  costs  us  about  $4.6  million  a 
year  to  operate  the  Mackinaw,  and  we  are  going  to  have  to,  on  top 
of  that,  incur  a  one-time  cost  of  about  $6  million  over  the  next 
three  years  to  keep  her  operating. 

If  we  look  at  the  fact  that  we  averaged  over  about  the  last  10 
years  500  hours  of  icebreaking  time  a  year,  that  is  about  21  days. 
And  you  divide  21  into  4,600,000,  that  is  costing  about  $220,000  a 
day  to  operate  Mackinaw.  We  feel  that  we  can  provide  this  same 
service,  based  on  a  study  that  we  did  at  the  Coast  Guard  R&D 
center  over  10  years  ago  and  based  on  the  operational  experience 
we  have  had,  with  the  140-foot  cutters. 

Let  me  stress,  again,  the  Coast  Guard's  commitment  to  the  Great 
Lakes  area.  This  is  not  and  end  to  the  icebreaking  mission.  We  un- 
derstand the  impact  icebreaking  has  on  the  economy  of  the  lakes 
area  up  there.  One  thing  we  don't  do  is  try  to  provide  year-round 
operations  up  there.  That  was  begun  at  one  time.  We  are  not  doing 
that  now. 

ICEBREAKING  NEEDS 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  your  study  included  some  needs  analysis  that 
would  indicate  that  you  don't  need  as  many?  Are  the  number  of 
days  required  for  icebreaking  up  or  down  or  sideways? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  the  number  of  days  are  cyclical  up  there  de- 
pending on  just  exactly  how  the  lakes  freeze,  when  they  freeze  and 
where  they  freeze.  But  we  have  looked  at  data  over  a  long  period  of 
time  and  now  we  have  had  considerable  experience  with  the  ice- 
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breaking  tugs  and  believe  that  in  heavy  ice  perhaps  the  progress 
would  be  a  knot  or  two  slower  in  making  the  passage,  but  we  feel 
that  is  a  small  price  to  pay  for  the  money  that  is  being  saved. 

In  addition,  during  the  summer  months  these  icebreaking  tugs, 
at  least  two  of  them  now,  have  been  married  up  with  special  barges 
to  service  our  aids  to  navigation  system  on  the  Great  Lakes.  I  men- 
tion that  we  have  26  ocean-going  buoy  tenders,  and  the  ones  on  the 
lakes  are  in  that  category. 

It  wasn't  too  long  ago  we  had  about  38.  Now  we  are  down  to  26, 
and  the  reason  we  don't  have  38  and  have  26  is  because  of  con- 
structing these  barges  and  using  the  tugs,  when  they  aren't  break- 
ing ice,  in  the  multi-mission  mode  in  which  the  Coast  Guard  oper- 
ates, to  be  able  to  do  a  cost-effective  job  of  servicing  the  aids  up  in 
the  Great  Lakes  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  presently  have  these  140-foot  tugs? 

Admiral  Kime.  Icebreaking  tugs,  yes.  They  are  very  large.  They 
are  more  like  ships  than  boats.  We  have  a  number  in  the  Great 
Lakes,  we  have  two  in  New  York,  we  have  one  down  in  Yorktown, 
and  we  are  looking  at  perhaps  moving  one  of  those  additional  ones 
up  to  the  Great  Lakes.  I  think  we  have  five  on  the  Great  Lakes.  I 
have  a  picture  of  one  I  could  pass. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  you,  please?  I  have  no  idea  what  we  are  talking 
about.  Now  are  these  tugs  up  there  now? 

Admiral  Kime.  Five  are  up  there  and  have  been  for  a  consider- 
able amount  of  time,  and  we  are  considering  bringing  in  yet  an- 
other one,  but  that  study  is  not  complete  yet. 

I  think  the  question  is  not  that  the  Mackinaw  is  more  capable, 
but  do  we  need  that  capability.  Can  we  afford  that  capability  at 
$220,000  a  day  for  icebreaking  when  it  does  occur? 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Mackinaw  you  are  going  to  decommission — you 
aren't  going  to  take  it  someplace  else.  Is  that  the  plan? 

Admiral  Kime.  The  Mackinaw  would  be  decommissioned  and  laid 
up  somewhere.  We  haven't  got  yet  to  the  point  of  what  we  would 
be  doing  with  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  a  limit  on  the 

Admiral  Kime.  I  do  not  plan  to  take  the  Mackinav/  out  of  the 
Great  Lakes,  even  if  I  could,  and  put  her  in  operation  somewhere 
else.  That  is  absolutely  true. 

Mr.  Carr.  Right.  These  tugs,  are  they  able  to  break  the  same 
thickness  of  ice  that  the  Mackinaw  breaks? 

Admiral  Kime.  They  can't  break  the  same  thickness  of  ice,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  the  Mackinaw  can  break  more  ice,  a  greater  thick- 
ness of  ice  than  she  is  required  to  break,  and  the  tugs,  two  working 
together,  can — based  on  the  experience  we  have  and  the  studies  we 
have  done — break  the  ice  to  keep  the  transportation  moving  up 
there.  I  did  mention  in  very,  very  heavy  ice  perhaps  the  tugs  will 
have  a  knot  or  two  slower  transit  speed.  But  that  is,  I  think,  the 
only  thing  we  are  giving  up  to  achieve  the  savings. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  is  no  way  that  with  the  Mackinaw  you  can  re- 
configure it  so  that  you  reduce  your  costs? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  greatly  reduced  the  crew  of  the  Macki- 
naw already.  I  think  there  are  about  80  people  aboard  Mackinaw. 
She  is  over  50  years  old.  Granted,  perhaps  50  is  not  that  old  on  the 
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Great  Lakes  in  the  fresh  water  where  things  last  a  lot  longer  than 
in  saltwater,  but  she  does  need  a  considerable  amount  of  work. 

We  have  done  some  studies  on  that.  We  have  calculated  that  to 
keep  her  in  service  for  the  next  five  or  six  years  we  need  to  spend 
this  additional  $6  million  that  we  are  talking  about.  Many  of  these 
are  for  safety  items.  The  crew  size  is  85,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Eighty-five  on  the  Mackinaw? 

Admiral  Kime.  Seventeen  on  the  tug. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  is  the  Mackinaw?  Where  is  its  home  port? 

Admiral  Kime.  Cheboygan,  Michigan. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  are  these  140  foot  tugs?  Where  are  they  locat- 
ed? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  have  to  give  you  that  for  the  record.  I 
may  have  it  here  with  me. 

Mr.  Carr.  Again  you  say  there  are  five  of  them? 

Admiral  Kime.  Five,  yes,  sir,  with  a  possibility  of  six.  We  have 
two  in  Sturgeon  Bay,  one  in  Detroit,  one  in  Cleveland,  one  at  Sault 
Ste.  Marie.  Where  the  sixth  would  go  (if  we  move  it  up  there),  we 
would  have  to  await  the  results  of  the  study. 

SEAGOING  BUOY  TENDER  REPLACEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Some  information  was  passed  to  me  that  there  is  a 
new  class  of  225-foot  ice  capable  buoy  tenders  that  are  under  con- 
struction in  Marinette,  Wisconsin,  is  that  right,  for  the  Coast 
Guard? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir.  This  is  part  of  the  replacement  project 
for  the  seagoing  buoy  tenders.  We  just  awarded,  I  think  at  the  end 
of  January,  a  contract  for  the  first  of  the  16  with  Marinette.  This  is 
the  one  that  I  said  came  in  on  time  and  about  two-thirds  of  cost. 
They  have  icebreaking  capabilities,  as  do  our  current  buoy  tenders. 
And,  in  addition  to  that,  they  will  have  oil  spill  cleanup  capability. 

The  contract  was  for  a  lead  ship  with  the  option  for  four  more. 
There  is  money  in  this  budget,  about  $45  million  I  think,  or  $43 
million  for  the  first  two  of  the  four  follow-on  vessels. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  these  aren't  planned  for  the  Great  Lakes? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  we  have  some  buoy  tenders  on  the  Great 
Lakes,  and  I  imagine  some  of  these  replacement  ships  would  go  to 
the  Great  Lakes. 

DEFENSE  READINESS 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay.  Thank  you.  I  will  give  this  back  to  you. 

As  I  said,  I  would  like  to  get  now  into  some  of  your  missions  and 
ask  some  questions  about  each. 

Let's  start  out  with  defense  readiness.  Considering  the  draw 
down  on  the  armed  forces  and  our  changed  military  posture 
around  the  world,  just  give  us  an  overview  of  what  you  see  as  the 
Coast  Guard's  changing  role  over  the  next  few  years. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  can  talk  about  the  various  defense  capabili- 
ties that  we  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  point  out  to  you — and  I  can  provide  you  a  copy  of  this — 
we  have  just  published  a  national  security  policy  statement  that  is 
entitled:  The  Coast  Guard,  a  Distinct  Instrument  of  National  Secu- 
rity. It  indicates  what  areas  we  will  be  playing  in. 


882 

For  our  larger  ships,  as  a  result  of  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet 
Union,  the  reduced  submarine  threat,  we  have  taken  the  anti-sub- 
marine warfare  equipment  off  of  our  12  high-endurance  cutters, 
but  we  have  kept  the  mission.  We  would  be  able  to  use  the  LAMPS 
helicopters  and  their  more  sophisticated  technology  .  This  is  almost 
World  War  II  vintage  equipment  we  are  taking  off. 

Aside  from  that,  though,  they  would  maintain  their  military  mis- 
sions. We  are  working  with  the  NAVGARD  Board.  The  NAVGARD 
Board  is  the  Navy  Coast  Guard  Board.  It  is  cochaired  by  Vice  Ad- 
miral Bob  Nelson,  our  Vice  Commandant,  and  by  Admiral  Stan 
Arthur,  who  is  the  Vice  Chief  of  Naval  Operations. 

We  are  looking  at  additional  missions,  the  missions  for  the  Coast 
Guard,  the  niches  where  we  think  we  can  do  a  cost-effective  job 
and  not  duplicate  what  the  Navy  does. 

And  the  NAVGARD  Board  is  still  working  with  some  of  the 
things  that  I  talked  about  when  I  gave  the  State  of  the  Coast 
Guard  address:  a  greater  role  for  U.N.  peacekeeping  because  of  the 
unique  nature  of  the  Coast  Guard,  the  way  we  are  perceived  by 
other  countries;  the  interdiction,  maritime  interdiction  forces 
where  we  have,  in  fact,  taken  the  lead  in  providing  the  trained 
people  from  the  drug  interdiction  program  in  enforcing  the  embar- 
go in  the  Persian  Gulf,  Red  Sea  and  also  in  the  Adriatic  Sea;  per- 
haps, a  greater  role  in  polar  operations;  a  greater  role  in  environ- 
mental protection. 

But  there  are  many  others  that  are  under  consideration.  Certain- 
ly, we  will  continue  to  have  the  responsibilities  of  port  load-out, 
providing  security  for  vessels  that  would  be  resupplying  or  supply- 
ing our  forward  deployed  forces  or  that  would  have  to  deploy  for- 
ward because  we  are  pulling  back.  We  have  reduced  from  48  strate- 
gic ports  now  to  about  16,  as  I  said,  but  this  document  talks  about 
the  things  that  we  will  be  doing  for  national  security  throughout. 

The  main  area  where  we  see  some  reduction,  as  I  said,  is  in  fill- 
ing the  necessary  billets  for  the  operations  plans  of  the  command- 
ers in  chief,  the  CINCS,  and  that  helped  us  arrive  at  the  Selected 
Reserve  figure  of  8,000. 

DEFENSE  READINESS  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  your  request  for  defense  readiness  in  1992 
was  about  $124.4  million,  and  it  grows  a  little  bit  in  1993,  although 
your  current  budget  says  that  you  will  spend  only  $121  million. 
And  your  request  for  1994  is  $125  million,  which  is  all,  I  suppose, 
within  the  range  of  being  a  flat  request. 

Admiral  Kime.  Perhaps,  with  inflation,  it  is  going  down  a  little 
bit.  Of  course,  the  other  part  of  national  security  is  the  Reserve 
budget  which  in  the  President's  budget  indicates  a  drop  of  $9  mil- 
lion. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  1992  your  appropriation  was  $124.4  million,  and 
you  are  requesting  $125  million.  What  accounts  for  the  difference? 
Like  you  said,  there  is  some  inflation  in  there,  not  much,  but  there 
is  some. 

What  are  you  not  going  to  be  doing  that  you  were  doing?  Is  this 
still  winding  down  from  the  Persian  Gulf  or  is  this — do  you  count 
LORAN  as  defense  readiness  or  navigation? 
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Admiral  Kime.  No,  no,  that  would  come  under  navigation,  al- 
though it  is  driven,  or  has  been,  by  DOD  needs. 

Now  I  think  you  see  things  such  as  the  ASW  mission.  We  have 
had  about  158  sonar  technicians  that  have  been  taken  off  the  ves- 
sels. That  is  Coast  Guard  funding.  Although  the  Navy  provided  the 
gear  and  provided  training  and  maintenance  for  us,  we  paid  those 
people.  That  is  an  example  of  something  that  we  are  not  doing. 

We  will  be  reducing  some  of  our  defense  planners  that  have  been 
involved  in  planning  for  contingency  plans  of  various  types,  but, 
again,  only  a  very  small  drawdown.  I  would  say  the  cutback  in 
ASW  is  the  main  thing  that  we  are  talking  about  right  now.  Now, 
this  is  only  the  regular  forces  we  are  talking  about.  All  of  the 
money  for  the  reserves  comes  out  of  the  RT  appropriation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  for  my  own  information,  where  was  your  role  and 
mission  in  ASW  vis-a-vis  the  Navy?  Were  you  sort  of  near  in  and 
they  were  open  ocean  or 

Admiral  Kime.  We  were  in  the  classified  op  plans  of  the  CINCS 
as  to  where  we  would  be  operating.  Certainly,  what  you  said  is 
probably  a  pretty  good  guess. 

MILITARY  ROLE  STUDY 

Mr.  Carr.  A  1992  study  of  the  Coast  Guard  and  its  military  role 
done  by  a  Coast  Guard  captain  at  the  Naval  War  College  concluded 
after  extensive  interviews  with  Coast  Guard  personnel  and  others 
that,  "A  second  finding  is  the  lack  of  doctrine  on  the  Coast  Guard's 
national  security/ defense  role  and  national  domestic  role.  This  lack 
of  common  doctrine  on  who  and  what  is  the  Coast  Guard  is  very 
evident  from  the  responses.  The  Coast  Guard  needs  a  doctrine  that 
addresses  its  national  security  role."  Is  that  what  that  document  is 
about? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  sir.  That  document  was 

Mr.  Carr.  Referring  to  the 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  the  document  I  referred  to  came  before  this 
document.  Captain  Bruce  Stubbs,  who  is  a  Coast  Guard  member  of 
the  faculty  at  the  Naval  War  College,  did  that  study  on  his  own 
with  no  official  backup,  and  it  was  distributed  widely  with  no  offi- 
cial Coast  Guard  blessing.  Let  me  say  that  he  was  a  member  of  the 
group  that  put  together  this  document,  and 

Mr.  Carr.  For  the  record,  we  ought  to  say  what  this  document  is. 

Admiral  Kime.  This  document  is  the  United  States  Coast  Guard: 
A  Distinct  Instrument  Of  National  Security. 

DRUG  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Carr.  Moving  to  drug  interdiction,  we  have  all  talked  about 
this  a  little  bit,  but  I  think  we  need  to  go  over  it  again  just  to  con- 
centrate it  in  the  record  here. 

According  to  the  budget,  you  are  going  to  spend  about  $460  mil- 
lion on  drug  control  in  fiscal  1994 — at  least  you  would  like  to — and 
that  represents  a  10  percent  increase  above  1993.  However,  your 
statement  indicates  that  those  resources  have  been  reduced,  and 
we  are  a  little  curious  about  that  inconsistency  or  discrepancy.  Can 
you  clear  that  up  for  us? 
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Admiral  Kime.  I  think  that  is  an  accounting  thing  we  are  talking 
about,  Mr.  Carr.  There  is  $55  million  for  the  OPBAT  helicopters  to 
replace  existing  helicopters,  and  that  is  included  in  there.  This  is 
replacing  a  20,  25-year-old  aircraft  for  OPBAT.  We  have  eight  of 
them  now  to  replace  the  H-3s.  These  are  the  final  three.  I  think 
that  impacts  it. 

Let  me  say  that  if  we  look  at  our  Operating  Expenses  budget  for 
drug  interdiction,  it  is  14.1  percent.  Back  in  1988  that  was  23.1  per- 
cent, so  we  have  had  a  significant  reduction  in  that.  That  is  reflect- 
ed by  the  fact — as  I  talked  about  yesterday  and  again  today — that 
in  detection  and  monitoring  we  have  given  up  the  E-2C  aircraft, 
the  ship  based  aerostats,  the  tethered  aerostats,  the  EC- 130,  the 
fast  boats,  and  things  of  that  nature,  and  have  relied  in  our  other 
operations  on  the  fact  that  DOD  now  has  a  considerable  presence 
with  ships  and  aircraft  in  various  places  so  that  we  are  taking  ad- 
vantage of  that. 

cutter/aircraft  operating  hours 

Mr.  Carr.  Budget  information  you  supplied  says  that  your  cutter 
operating  hours  going  toward  drug  interdiction  will  go  up  13  per- 
cent in  fiscal  1994.  That  is  what  your  plans  are.  And  that  your  air- 
craft hours  will  stay  about  the  same.  Given  the  fact  that  the  ad- 
ministration seems  to  be  shifting  the  emphasis  away  from  interdic- 
tion toward  demand  reduction,  shouldn't  some  of  these  numbers  be 
coming  down? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  have  the  number  that  you  are  referring 
to. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  it  is  on  page  243  of  your  budget  information. 
Take  a  look  at  it. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  You  are  talking  there  about  enforcement  of 
law  and  treaties,  which  has  three  parts,  Mr.  Carr. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  were  looking  at  the  drug  enforcement  part. 

Admiral  Kime.  Okay,  and  that  talks  about  going  up,  general  law 
enforcement  going  down.  I  think  what  we  are  going  to  see  is  that, 
in  fact,  that  is  probably  going  to  go  down.  We  are  talking  about 
only  a  10-percent  increase.  I  think  that  is  being  eaten  up  by  our 
HMIO  efforts  and  also  fisheries. 

If  you  go  back — and  I  can  give  you  that  data  when  we  get  to  fish- 
eries— you  can  see  the  tremendous  increase  in  both  cutter  hours 
and  aircraft  hours  we  have  devoted  to  fisheries. 

Mr.  Carr.  So,  in  other  words,  this  information  may  be  in  error? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  may  be  overtaken  by  events,  I  think  is  perhaps 
the  way  to  say  it,  and  it  has  to  do  with  the  way  the  accounting  is 
done.  But  our  Operating  Expenses  spending  for  drug  interdiction  is 
going  down. 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  as  an  aside  here,  a  side  bar  to  this 

Admiral  Kime.  And  you  have  to  recognize  that  the  amount  that 
we  spent  in  1993  was  reduced  simply  because  of  the  Haitian  oper- 
ations. We  hope  the  Haitian  operations  wind  down.  We  were  en- 
couraged by  the  article  in  the  New  York  Times  today. 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  as  a  side  bar,  how  do  you  know  or  how  do  you 
account  for  cutter  operating  hours?  Is  there  a  little  box  on  a  form 
that  classifies  the  overall  mission? 
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Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  there  are  operation  summaries  that  are  sub- 
mitted by  our  cutters  that  tell  us  what  they  are  being  utilized  for. 
Those  are  submitted  and  accumulated  in  Washington.  Data  is  kept 
track  of. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  there  is  a 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  called  an  abstract  of  operations. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  a  before  and  after  when  someone  somewhere 
decides  we  are  going  to  send  a  cutter  out  to  do  something?  They 
produce  some  orders,  I  would  assume.  And  those  are  passed  along. 
And  they  say  we  figure  this  will  take  you  so  many  hours.  And 
then,  when  the  cutter  gets  back,  they  say,  this  is  what  we  did  and 
this  is  how  many  hours  it  took. 

Admiral  Kime.  In  the  budget  we  are  building  right  now,  the  1995 
budget — we  are  testifying  on  the  1994  budget,  and  we  are  operating 
from  the  1993  budget — figures  that  we  give  are  the  best  projection 
that  we  can  develop  on  what  we  are  doing.  We  have  certain  oper- 
ations that  we  plan  in  advance  and  others  that  we  have  to  respond, 
but  the  abstract  of  operations  data  is  the  actual  data  as  to  how  the 
vessels  were  used.  That  information  is  reported  back  and  accumu- 
lated. 

In  looking  at  building  the  1995  budget,  you  have  to  recognize 
that  we  are  using  abstract  of  operations  statistics  from  a  consider- 
able number  of  years  before  that,  trying  to  determine  just  exactly 
how  to  distribute  funding  across  the  various  programs.  That  is  a 
very  elaborate  thing,  and  the  staff  was  given  a  very  detailed  brief 
on  that  just  about  a  year  ago,  I  believe,  both  in  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  in  other  words,  what  I  am  looking  at  on  page 
243  here,  and  I  look  at  drug  enforcement,  the  81,468 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  actual. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  just  popped  out  of  a  computer  as  to  what  you 
actually  did? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  right.  And  we  are  using  that  to  build  the 
1995  budget  because  that  is  the  only  actual  data  we  have.  The  staff 
knows  about  this.  If  you  are  looking  at  comparative  numbers,  the 
system  works.  They  have  looked  at  the  algorithm.  It  is  not  perfect, 
but  it  is  the  best  we  have.  It  is  as  quick  as  we  can  assimilate  the 
data. 

Mr.  Carr.  So,  in  other  words,  when  you  were  putting  together 
your  1993  budget,  you  were  looking  at  1991  numbers,  and  you  kind 
of  knew  what  was  going  on  in  the  current  year. 

Admiral  Kime.  As  a  base.  That  is  the  base  and  then  try  to  build 
on  that  projection  as  to  what  we  are  going  to  be  doing.  Obviously, 
we  couldn't  anticipate  what  was  going  to  happen  with  the  Haitian 
interdiction  operation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Sure.  Sure.  All  right. 

The  rest  of  the  committee  questions  on  drug  interdiction  we  will 
ask  you  for  the  record  so  that  some  of  these  you  have  already  an- 
swered. 

DRUG  interdiction 

Let's  look  at  some  measures  of  effectiveness  for  your  drug  inter- 
diction spending.  This  committee  is  trying  to  look  at  programs  and 


886 

projects  in  a  new  way.  We  are  taking  a  hard  look  at  benefits  and 
costs.  We  are  looking  for  economic  rates  of  return.  We  are  trying  to 
ensure  that  we  get  the  best  possible  use  out  of  the  taxpayers'  dol- 
lars entrusted  to  us. 

The  table  on  page  559  of  last  year's  hearing  is  very  interesting.  It 
indicates  that  in  1988  there  were  886  Coast  Guard  cutter  operating 
hours  per  seizure  of  illegal  drugs.  That  number  increased  each  year 
to  2,542  operating  hours  per  seizure  in  1991.  The  figures  for  air- 
craft operating  hours  are  similar,  increasing  each  year  from  129 
hours  in  1988  to  515  hours  in  1991.  Does  this  indicate  a  decreased 
level  of  effectiveness  and  efficiency  in  your  interdiction  operations? 

The  number  of  arrests  made  in  Coast  Guard  seizure  cases  has 
also  been  decreasing,  from  733  in  1985  to  only  106  in  1991  (fiscal 
year  1993  hearing,  page  526).  Can  you  explain  this? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No,  this  does  not  indicate  a  decrease  in  effectiveness  and  efficiency  in  our  inter- 
diction operations.  Rather,  the  data,  including  that  on  the  number  of  arrests,  actual- 
ly reflects  how  effective  the  Coast  Guard's  drug  interdiction  program  has  been.  As 
an  element  of  the  National  Drug  Control  Strategy,  the  goal  of  Coast  Guard  air  and 
maritime  drug  interdiction  is  to  deter  or  deny  easy  routes  to  potential  smugglers, 
thus  increasing  the  risks  and  cost  of  doing  business.  In  fulfilling  this  role,  the  Coast 
Guard  has  been  very  successful  and  cost  effective.  The  reduction  in  the  number  of 
seizures  and  arrests  per  resource  hour  reflects  that  the  narco-traffickers  no  longer 
attempt  a  direct  route  to  gain  access  to  the  United  States.  They  have  shifted  to  indi- 
rect routes  and  extreme  concealment  tactics  in  order  to  avert  Coast  Guard  law  en- 
forcement presence.  The  narco-traffickers  no  longer  have  free  access  to  the  United 
States. 

In  response  to  the  increased  effectiveness  of  air  interdiction  efforts,  the  air  traf- 
ficking routes  also  have  shifted  from  flights  directly  into  the  United  States  to  indi- 
rect transit  routes  through  countries  with  limited  apprehension  capabilities. 

The  observed  route  shifts  and  increased  use  of  extraordinary  concealment  meth- 
ods is  a  clear  indication  that  Coast  Guard  interdiction  efforts  have  been  effective. 

Mr.  Carr.  Studies  have  shown  that  the  massive  amounts  of  fund- 
ing supplied  for  drug  interdiction  beginning  in  the  late  1980s  have 
had  no  appreciable  effect  on  either  the  availability  or  price  of  illicit 
drugs  nationwide.  Some  reports  have  estimated  that  even  if  50  per- 
cent of  the  cocaine  shipped  to  the  United  States  were  confiscated, 
it  would  only  result  in  a  3  percent  increase  in  the  street  price. 

In  a  September  1991,  report,  the  GAO  stated  that  "interdiction 
may  well  raise  traffickers'  operating  costs,  but  it  is  doubtful  wheth- 
er it  can  raise  costs  to  an  extent  that  would  affect  trafficking  oper- 
ations. Drug  profits  are  so  high  that  smugglers  can  afford  to  absorb 
sizable  losses  to  interdiction.  The  real  price  growth  occurs  after  co- 
caine crosses  U.S.  borders." 

Would  you  agree  that,  overall,  the  Nation's  drug  interdiction 
strategy  has  been  unsuccessful  at  stemming  the  tide  of  dangerous 
drugs,  and  cocaine  in  particular? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Rather  than  categorizing  our  significant  efforts  to  date  as  being  unsuccessful,  I 
would  say  that  the  Nation's  Drug  Interdiction  Strategy  is  maturing.  In  fact,  it  has 
begun  to  produce  increasing  results.  These  results  are  evident  in  the  unprecedented 
degree  of  interagency  and  international  cooperation  which,  a  few  years  ago,  would 
have  been  considered  unachievable.  Last  year  alone,  the  combined  international 
counternarcotics  effort  interdicted  338  metric  tons  of  cocaine;  US  law  enforcement 
agencies  seized  139  tons  of  the  total,  while  other  nations  seized  199  metric  tons.  Shi- 
prider  agreements,  boarding  agreements,  joint  prosecutions,  and  strengthening  po- 
litical will  in  some  key  source  and  transit  countries  all  point  to  success  as  the  proc- 
ess matures.  OPBAT,  a  joint  international  counternarcotics  operation  between  the 
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US  and  Bahamian  governments  is  a  model  in  international  cooperation  and  effec- 
tiveness. OPBAT  has  responded  to  100  percent  of  known  smuggling  events  in 
progress  during  FY93.  In  addition,  intelligence  efforts,  detection  technology/report- 
ing, and  interdiction  response  form  a  truly  impressive  system.  Ultimately,  we  will 
create  a  coalition  of  cooperative  nations,  throughout  the  Western  Hemisphere,  that 
effectively  deny  traffickers  access  to  any  safe  haven  or  supporting  infrastructure. 
We  are  doing  this  through  pursuit  of  our  current  strategy  of  air  and  maritime  route 
denial,  host  nation  training/information  sharing,  and  periodic  combined  operations. 
The  real  success  is  on  the  horizon. 

NATIONAL  DRUG  CONTROL  STRATEGY 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Inter-American  Commission  on  Drug  Policy  rec- 
ommended in  1991  that,  because  of  lack  of  effectiveness,  drug  inter- 
diction funding  should  be  redirected  to  other,  more  promising  ef- 
forts to  reduce  demand  in  the  United  States  and  to  curtail  drug 
supplies  at  their  source.  Is  that  type  of  thinking  reflected  in  the 
administration's  fiscal  year  1994  budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FY -94  Coast  Guard  Budget  provides  for  continued  support  of  the  National 
Drug  Control  Strategy;  improving  effectiveness  through  interagency  coordination, 
better  use  of  technology  and  intelligence  information. 

The  National  Strategy  calls  for  efforts  to  reduce  the  supply  of,  as  well  as  the 
demand  for,  drugs.  The  Office  of  National  Drug  Control  Policy  (ONDCP)  sponsors 
the  National  Counterdrug  Plannng  Process  (NCDPP).  The  Coast  Guard  plays  an  im- 
portant role  in  the  overall  Drug  Control  Strategy,  and  Coast  Guard  resources  are 
allocated  to  drug  interdiction  through  the  NCDPP. 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  I  think  that  the  reduced  emphasis  on  drug 
control  you  have  urged  upon  the  Coast  Guard  is  the  right  thing  to 
do.  I  am  just  wondering  if  you  have  gone  far  enough.  Taking  all 
the  costs  and  the  limited  benefits  into  account,  is  it  possible  we  are 
still  devoting  too  much  of  the  Coast  Guard's  resources  to  drug  con- 
trol? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Early  in  my  tenure  as  Commandant,  I  initiated  measures  to  bring  the  primary 
Coast  Guard  missions  into  balance  and  I  am  satisfied  this  goal  has  been  reached 
with  respect  to  the  law  enforcement  mission.  Cutter  and  aircraft  operating  hours 
are  much  more  evenly  distributed  among  drug  interdiction,  migrant  interdiction, 
and  fisheries  enforcement  than  they  were  just  a  few  years  ago. 

It  is  important  to  understand  that  mission  balance  is  not  a  static  condition,  but 
rather  a  dynamic  process,  requiring  reassessment  and  refinement.  This  balance  can 
be  affected  by  the  availability  of  offsetting  resources.  For  example,  we  were  able  to 
adjust  our  drug  interdiction  resource  levels  without  adverse  impact  due  in  part  to 
increased  participation  by  DOD.  Changing  national  priorities  also  impact  balance. 
In  January,  a  Haitian  boatlift  appeared  imminent.  Because  Coast  Guard  resources 
are  trained  and  equipped  to  perform  a  variety  of  missions,  cutters  and  aircraft  were 
able  to  rapidly  shift  from  their  counterdrug  posture  to  migrant  interdiction  oper- 
ations. This  multi-mission  capability  makes  it  difficult  to  say  that  Coast  Guard  re- 
sources are  "devoted"  to  drug  control,  as  they  are  generally  not  constrained  to  any 
one  mission. 

In  summary,  I  am  satisfied  that  our  current  resources  are  well  balanced  among 
our  primary  missions,  but  I  intend  to  continually  reassess  that  balance,  and  shift 
resources  in  response  to  changing  national  priorities  to  ensure  the  best  possible 
return  on  investment  is  received. 

FISHERIES  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Now,  turning  to  fisheries  law  enforcement,  Admiral, 
your  statement  says  that  fisheries  enforcement  is  a  growing  priori- 
ty because  of  increased  public  concern  over  preservation  of  fishery 
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stocks.  Would  you  explain  more  fully  the  nature  of  this  concern 
and  identify  any  particular  geographic  areas? 

And  I  guess  what  we  are  trying  to  get  at  here  is  there  hasn't 
been  a  major  change  in  fisheries  law.  Give  us  an  overview  of 
whether  the  threat  of  violation  is  increasing.  Are  we  seeing  more 
encroachments?  What  countries  specifically?  What  is  changing? 

Given  the  fact  that  we  have  had  this  law  for,  I  don't  know,  at 
least  10  years  now,  I  guess,  what  is  changing  to  make  this  a  bigger 
thing? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  had  some  changes  in  the  law,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. The  migratory  species — tuna — and  driftnet  fishing  interna- 
tional agreements  have  changed. 

Let  me  talk  about  how  the  Coast  Guard  got  into  fisheries  law  en- 
forcement with  the  Magnuson  Act.  The  first  priority  then  was,  as  it 
still  is,  to  protect  our  Exclusive  Economic  Zone  from  foreign  fisher- 
men. Now,  that  really  has  shrunk  in  importance. 

The  primary  foreign  threat  we  still  have  is  incursions  along  the 
Russian-U.S.  EEZs  where  they  intersect  up  in  the  Bering  and 
Chukchi  Seas. 

EXCLUSIVE  ECONOMIC  ZONE 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  an  EEZ? 

Admiral  Kime.  Exclusive  Economic  Zone  out  to  200  miles.  Except 
when  they  overlap,  then  you  reach  an  agreement.  The  Russians 
allow  foreign  vessels  to  fish  in  their  EEZ  under  license  as  we  used 
to  do.  Those  vessels  have  a  tendency  to  cross  over  the  line  and  get 
into  U.S.  waters. 

By  the  same  token,  we  also  have  an  area  up  there  called  the 
doughnut  hole.  If  you  draw  the  EEZs,  you  get  a  shape  that  is  kind 
of  elliptical  which  they  call  the  doughnut  hole,  which  is  interna- 
tional waters.  So  you  can  hide  in  the  international  waters,  saying 
you  are  fishing  in  international  waters,  and  jump  into  our  EEZ  or 
the  Russian  EEZ.  That  is  an  area  of  concern  to  us. 

We  are  concerned  about  the  boundary  between  the  United  States 
and  Canada,  the  Hague  line  on  the  East  Coast,  the  line  at  the 
Dixon  entrance  on  the  West  Coast.  We  are  also  concerned  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  about  the  boundaries  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico  for  fisheries.  Those  are  the  areas  of  concern  out  there. 

Second,  I  think  there  is  recognition  that  we  have  a  $24  billion 
industry  in  fisheries,  and  the  overfishing  that  is  occurring  now  is 
by  U.S.  fishermen,  and  the  Fisheries  Management  Councils  are 
trying  to  reach  a  balance  between  letting  the  fishermen  in  the 
short  term  make  a  proper  living  and  not  doing  it  in  a  way  that  is 
going  to  totally  overfish  the  stocks  out  there  and  result  in  no  fish 
in  the  future.  That  is  an  area  where  we  are  working  very  careful- 
ly— and  that  is  where  we  have  the  highest  volume  of  cutter  hours 
and  cutter  days  and  aircraft  hours.  That  is  around  Alaska,  in  New 
England,  Georges  Bank,  the  southeast  Atlantic,  and  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico. 

A  third  effort,  of  course,  is  to  try  to  safeguard  the  anadromous 
stock,  that  means  salmon,  throughout  their  range.  This  is  some- 
thing of  great  concern  to  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Alaska. 
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And  fourth  is  the  moratorium  on  driftnet  fishing.  There  has  been 
a  lot  of  concern  about  the  kiUing  of  mammals,  the  taking  of  fish 
that  you  weren't  really  looking  for  and  catching  them  along  with 
the  ones  that  you  were.  We  are  monitoring  that. 

I  think  what  we  are  going  to  see  in  the  future  is  a  very,  very 
modest  growth,  if  any  change,  in  fisheries  enforcement,  but  let  me 
show  you  what  we  have  done  in  the  past.  This  was  one  of  the  ini- 
tiatives that  I  undertook  when  I  became  Commandant. 

Also,  let  me  mention  TEDs,  turtle  excluder  devices — very  impor- 
tant to  the  shrimp  fishermen  and  an  ongoing  issue.  They  had  been 
required  only  further  out  at  sea  and  then  only  during  specific 
months.  NOAA  has  now  increased  the  applicability  to  apply  all 
year  around,  and  they  apply  inland.  We  are  the  enforcement  arm 
for  NOAA  in  that  particular  area. 

Now,  because  of  the  concerns  surrounding  fisheries  law  enforce- 
ment, we  have  just  done  a  study  with  the  National  Marine  Fisher- 
ies Service,  with  the  fishermen,  with  NOAA,  to  see  how  we  can  im- 
prove our  fisheries  program.  Some  of  the  things  that  we  are  doing 
is  closer  cooperation  with  them. 

We  are  improving  our  intelligence.  We  are  using  the  intelligence 
capability  that  we  have  developed  through  the  war  on  drugs,  the 
ability  that  our  friends  across  the  river  have,  and  the  ability  of 
some  of  the  other  agencies  in  fisheries  enforcement — better  train- 
ing to  our  personnel,  better  dialogue  with  the  fishing  industry. 

I  mentioned  there  were  a  number  of  items,  short,  medium  and 
long  term,  that  we  were  going  to  do.  Now  because  of  the  interest, 
because  of  the  changes,  I  began  looking  at  our  priorities  when  I 
became  Commandant,  and  most  of  these  were  shifted  from  drugs. 

But  let  me  give  you  aircraft  patrol  hours  in  the  Pacific  and 
Bering  Sea.  In  fiscal  year  1990,  up  5,100.  Fiscal  year  1994,  we  plan 
9,300.  Cutter  patrol  days  up  there,  about  1,500  in  1990;  about  2,300 
in  1994.  Patrol  hours  of  aircraft  in  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf,  1,800  in 
1990;  in  1994,  3,700.  For  cutter  patrol  days  we  had  1,600  in  1990 
and  about  2,400  in  1994. 

So  if  I  look  at  what  we  have  done  in  the  program  since  1990,  we 
have  just  about  doubled  from  6,900  to  13,000  the  number  of  aircraft 
hours  we  fly  on  fisheries  patrol  and  cutter  days  from  3,200  to 
almost  4,800,  just  about  one  and  a  half  times  increase.  We  think 
this  is  about  it. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  are  moving  the  Coast  Guard  cutter  Ven- 
turous out  of  San  Pedro,  California,  up  to  Astoria,  Oregon  where  it 
is  closer  to  the  fishing  areas  of  the  Northwest. 

We  have  installed  the  APS-137  radar  in  our  C-130  aircraft.  This 
is  a  good  surface  search  radar  initially  put  in  for  drugs. 

I  accelerated  the  APS-137  installation  for  our  air  stations  in 
Kodiak,  Sacramento  and  Barbers  Point  that  are  going  to  be  in  fish- 
eries patrol.  This  gives  them  better  eyes.  A  C-130  with  APS-137 
can  look  down.  They  don't  just  get  a  blip.  They  can  give  you  a 
pretty  good  indication  whether  it  is  a  large  vessel  or  a  smaller 
vessel. 

In  addition  to  that,  I  moved  two  of  the  378-foot  cutters  out  of  the 
East  Coast,  out  of  Boston,  over  to  the  West  Coast  to  the  San  Pedro 
area  where  they  can  be  closer  to  monitor  fisheries  in  the  Pacific. 
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So  most  of  the  things  that  we  are  going  to  do,  except  changing 
our  management,  our  training,  et  cetera,  we  have  already  done  in 
response  to  what  we  see,  significant  growth  and  interest  in  this. 
There  are  many  Members  of  Congress  that  are  very  much  con- 
cerned about  this,  and  I  think  the  public  is  very  concerned  about  it, 
and  I  think  our  friends  in  the  other  government  agencies  are  also 
concerned,  as  are  the  fishermen. 

OVERFISHING  VIOLATION 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  normal  nominal  fine  for  a  U.S.  fisherman 
in  violation  of  overfishing? 

Admiral  Kime.  Seizure  of  the  catch  is  a  great  part  of  it.  That  can 
be  in  the  tens  of  thousands  of  dollars.  The  actual  other  fines  I 
would  have  to  provide  to  you  for  the  record  what  they  are. 

[The  information  follows:] 

overfishing  violation  fines 

The  regional  fishery  management  councils  use  a  variety  of  management  measures 
to  prevent  overfishing.  These  measures  are  issued  as  regulations  under  the  Magnuson 
Fishery  Conservation  and  Management  Act  (MFCMA)  (16  U.S.C.  1801,  et  seq.),  and 
include  seasonally  closed  spawning  areas,  catch  landing  limits,  size  and  sex  retention 
restrictions,  net  size  and  fishing  gear  restrictions,  and  other  measures. 

The  MFCMA  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  assess  civil  penalties  of  up  to 
$100,000  for  each  violation  of  the  Act.  In  determining  the  amount  of  such  a  penalty, 
section  308  of  the  Act  requires  the  Secretary  to  "take  into  account  the  nature, 
circumstances,  extent,  and  gravity  of  the  prohibited  acts  committed  and,  with  respect 
to  the  violator,  the  degree  of  culpability,  any  history  of  prior  offenses,  ability  to  pay, 
and  other  matters  as  justice  may  require." 

Civil  penalties  for  violations  of  the  MFCMA  (including  those  violations  detected  and 
documented  by  the  Coast  Guard)  are  assessed  and  collected  for  the  Secretary  by  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA)  General  Counsel.  The 
NOAA  General  Counsel  reports  that  in  1992,  the  average  civil  penalty  settled  by  case 
for  violation  of  regulations  designed  to  prevent  overfishing  was  $6,475.  The  highest 
civil  penalty  settled  by  case  in  1992  was  $100,000,  and  the  lowest  was  $150. 

The  MFCMA  also  authorizes  the  civil  forfeiture  of  any  fishing  vessel  used,  and  any 
fish  taken  or  retained,  in  connection  with  or  as  a  result  of  the  commission  of  any 
prohibited  act.  The  NOAA  General  Counsel  reports  the  average  fair  market  value  of 
forfeited  property  by  case  in  1992  for  violation  of  regulations  designed  to  prevent 
overfishing  was  $3,970. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  mean  all  we  do  is  get  dead  fish  for  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  like  speaking  about  diamonds  as  a  piece 
of  old  coal.  They  are  worth  a  lot  of  money,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  are 
talking  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars,  some  of  these  catches 
that  are  seized.  And,  in  addition,  there  are  fines.  So  the  penalties 
are  significant. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  think  the  fines  need  to  be  increased  if  this  is 
becoming  a  problem  of  overfishing  by  U.S.  fishermen? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  I  think  that  more  patrolling  is  necessary.  I 
have  no  problems  with  the  level  of  the  fines  at  the  present  time.  I 
think  that  closer  monitoring  is  necessarjs  closer  cooperation  with 
the  Canadians.  We  do  work  very  closely  with  them  up  around  the 
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Hague  line  as  they  catch  some  of  the  U.S.  fishermen  poaching  in 
Canadian  waters.  And  we  have  prosecuted  and  seized  catches  and 
invoked  penalties  as  a  result  of  what  they  have  done. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  not  real  familiar  with  what  Canada  does  vis-a-vis 
a  Coast  Guard  function.  Is  there  a  Canadian  Coast  Guard? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  there  is  a  Canadian  Coast  Guard. 

Let  me  just  say,  my  people  just  pointed  out  that  the  level  of  the 
fines  is  up  to  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  We  are  the 
enforcement  arm  in  that  area,  too. 

Yes,  Canada  has  a  Coast  Guard,  and  they  are  headquartered  in 
Ottawa,  and  they  have  offices  around  the  country  just  as  we  do. 
They  are  involved  in  such  things  as  pollution  response,  icebreak- 
ing,  search  and  rescue,  law  enforcement,  fisheries  law  enforcement. 
Not  drug  law  enforcement.  In  Canada,  the  Royal  Canadian  Mount- 
ed Police  are  in  charge  of  all  drug  law  enforcement. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  it  would  appear,  though,  that  if  the  American 
fishermen,  U.S.  fishermen,  are  in  violation,  if  that  is  a  major  con- 
cern, that  maybe  we  ought  to  be  recommending  that  the  penalties 
be  increased.  Obviously,  the  current  penalties  aren't  deterring. 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  as  I  say,  as  the  stocks  dwindle  down,  the 
propensity  to  fish  in  someone  else's  waters  or  to  overfish  certainly 
is  there.  We  are  the  enforcement  tool  there.  We  are  the  enforce- 
ment arm  for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  Penalty  as- 
sessment and  forfeiture  are  handled  by  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  people.  We  are  looking  at  the  whole  enforcement  picture. 

Perhaps  the  staff  would  like  a  brief  on  the  fisheries  study  that 
we  just  did  to  try  to  opt  to  get  the  most  cost  benefit  out  of  what  we 
are  doing. 

As  I  say,  it  was  a  joint  Coast  Guard-National  Marine-Fisheries 
Service-NOAA-fisheries  industry  study.  We  would  be  glad  to  pro- 
vide that  for  the  staff. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  you  don't  assess  the  fines.  We  all  understand 
that. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  if  you  are  going  to  be  required  to  do 
more,  we  are  going  to  have  to  appropriate  more  money  if  we  can't 
get  voluntary  compliance  and  sometimes  voluntary  compliance  has 
something  to  do  with  how  much  the  deterrence  is. 

Admiral  Kime.  What  we  have  done — and  I  might  point  out,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  we  haven't  come  back  to  this  committee  for  more 
money  for  this.  What  we  have  done  is  redirect  our  multi-mission 
resources  as  DOD  came  on.  We  were  able  to  respond  to  this  for  the 
most  part  with  the  resources  that  we  had,  and  I  think  we  are  going 
to  continue  to  do  that. 

As  I  said,  I  think  we  have  hopefully  plateaued  out  in  the  re- 
sources that  we  are  going  to  have  to  devote  for  that.  I  don't  think 
there  is  anything  specifically  in  the  budget  to  significantly  increase 
in  this  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  no,  but  this  committee  is  always  looking  for 
areas  of  economy,  too,  and  if  we  can  do  the  job  through  more  deter- 
rence so  that  you  folks  don't  have  to  do  quite  as  much  to  enforce, 
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that  means  a  cost  savings  to  the  U.S.  taxpayer.  And,  as  we  pointed 
out  yesterday  in  our  discussion,  we  have  got  serious  budget  prob- 
lems here. 

One  thing,  however,  is  that,  as  you  point  out,  that  your  activities 
to  reduce  overfishing  have  a  direct  economic  impact.  And  it  would 
be,  I  think,  interesting  if  you  don't  have  it  now — and  maybe  this  is 
something  that  DOT  ought  to  be  doing  instead  of  the  Coast 
Guard — but  it  might  be  interesting  to  have  some  understanding  of 
the  linkages  between  your  activity  in  this  area  or  in  any  other 
area.  But  we  are  talking  about  fishing  now  and  its  overall  econom- 
ic impact. 

We  are  also  looking  for  information  that  would  help  us  decide 
where  to  invest  the  taxpayers'  money  and  where  it  gets  an  econom- 
ic greater  return.  And  much  of  what  the  Coast  Guard  does,  I  think, 
could  be  linked  to  positive  economic  outcomes,  but  we  don't  seem 
to  have  a  lot  of  that  information.  So  maybe  along  the  way  you  can 
think  about  that  or  pass  that  on  to  the  Secretary  so  that  we  can 
try  to  say  that,  yes,  we  have  spent  this  amount  of  money  in  fisher- 
ies enforcement.  But,  relatively  speaking,  because  we  have  done 
this  we  have  been  able  to  improve  the  fishing,  the  economy  that 
derives  itself  from  fishing  by  a  certain  percentage  and  get  a  rate  of 
return  measure. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  developing  MOEs,  measures  of  effective- 
ness for  fisheries,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  part  of  this  effort,  but  we 
understand  what  you  are  saying. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  they  include  economic  impacts  where  you  can  get 
to  a  bottom  line,  a  rate  of  return? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  have  to  look  for  the  specifics  on  that. 

MARINE  SAFETY 
REVIEW  OF  REGULATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Turning  to  Marine  safety,  when  Secretary  Pena  ap- 
peared before  the  Committee,  he  said  he  had  some  candid  discus- 
sions with  the  Coast  Guard  relating  to  what  he  perceived  as  "oner- 
ous" regulations  on  the  port  industry.  What  regulations  are  being 
discussed? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  not  familiar  specifically  with  the  testimony 
that  you  refer  to,  but  let  me  tell  you  what  has  been  and  what  is 
being  done. 

As  part  of  the  previous  administration,  during  the  course  of  two 
regulatory  moratoriums,  we  looked  at  existing  regulations  to  see 
what  could  be  done  to  save  money  for  the  Marine  industry  and  still 
keep  the  same  level  of  safety.  And  we  went  through  all  our  regula- 
tions and  gave  a  report  to  the  Secretary  on  that.  I  can  provide  you 
with  a  copy  of  it. 

I  think  one  of  the  key  things  was  for  U.S.  container  vessels  to  go 
to  a  new  stability  determination  that  was  agreed  to  at  the  Interna- 
tional Maritime  Organization,  in  lieu  of  the  previous  standard  that 
the  Maritime  Administration  had,  which  was  going  to  save  millions 
of  dollars. 

We  can  provide  you  a  copy  of  that  report  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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A  copy  of  a  report  detailing  a  review  of  regulations  is  provided  for  the  record.  To 
expand  upon  the  issue  of  stability  standards  discussed  at  the  hearing  the  following 
information  is  provided:  Coast  Guard  initiatives  concerning  stability  fall  into  two 
areas;  dry  cargo  ship  intact  and  damage  stability  and  acceptance  of  the  IMO  Draft 
Code  on  Intact  Stability  for  Containerships  (form  factor). 

New  regulations  for  dry  cargo  ships  were  issued  in  early  April  1993  which 
brought  U.S.  regulations  into  harmony  with  international  standards.  The  regula- 
tions provide  minimum  standards  for  subdivision  and  damage  stability  for  new  dry 
cargo  ships  of  500  gross  tons  or  more. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  also  accepted  criteria  for  containerships  contained  in  the 
International  Maritime  Organization's  Draft  Code  on  Intact  Stability.  By  accepting 
this  code  £is  equivalent  to  existing  regulatory  requirements  it  provides  U.S.  shipown- 
ers with  greater  flexibility  in  vessel  design  and  compliance  with  safety  standards. 

The  combined  effect  of  these  regulations  will  result  in  an  average  increase  of  3  to 
8  percent  in  their  cargo  carrying  capacity.  The  above  actions  effectively  remove  an 
economic  disadvantage  to  U.S.  carriers  and  a  projected  annual  benefit  as  high  as 
250  million  dollars. 

[Clerk's  note. — The  report  on  the  DOT  review  of  regulations 
dated  April  1992  will  be  retained  in  the  Subcommittee's  files.] 

Admiral  Kime.  As  part  of  the  maritime  reform  initiative  that 
Secretary  Card  began  and  that  Secretary  Peiia  is  picking  up  on  and 
expanding,  the  Coast  Guard  has  played  a  significant  role  in  looking 
at  ways  that  we  can  apply  our  regulations  to  the  industry  in  a 
more  cost-effective  way,  reducing  the  impact  on  the  Coast  Guard, 
reducing  the  impact  on  the  industry,  and  at  the  same  time  main- 
taining the  same  level  of  safety. 

When  monies  were  not  appropriated  for  the  initiative  by  Secre- 
tary Card,  since  the  Coast  Guard  did  not  need  legislation  or  addi- 
tional monies  to  do  this,  we  continued  our  effort,  and  we  are  con- 
tinuing that  right  now  as  part  of  the  initiative  of  Secretary  Pena. 
Meetings  are  going  on.  In  fact,  there  is  a  meeting  going  on  today 
on  this  initiative. 

It  is  the  goal  of  the  Secretary,  hopefully,  by  May  or  June  to  have 
a  proposal  up  to  the  Congress.  And  certainly  what  the  Coast  Guard 
will  be  doing  is  part  of  that  package. 

VESSEL  inspections 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  1987,  the  NTSB  has  been  recommending  that 
the  Coast  Guard  seek  legislative  authority  to  require  all  uninspect- 
ed commercial  fishing  vessels  to  be  certified  and  periodically  in- 
spected by  the  Coast  Guard.  And  it  was  most  recently  reiterated  in 
a  September  1992,  report  on  the  sinking  of  the  fishing  vessel  Sea 
King  in  which  two  crew  members  and  one  Coast  Guardsman 
drowned.  Is  the  Coast  Guard  planning  to  seek  such  authority 
during  the  current  session  of  Congress? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  done  a  study  on  this  for  fishing  vessels, 
Mr.  Chairman.  We  forwarded  a  proposal  that  does  recommend  in- 
spection of  certain  fishing  vessels.  I  think  in  a  three-tiered  arrange- 
ment: up  to  a  certain  size,  there  would  be  self-inspection;  larger 
than  that  would  be  a  third-party  inspection  such  as  the  American 
Bureau  of  Shipping  or  marine  surveyors;  and  above  a  certain  size 
would  be  done  by  the  Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  included  money  in  your  budget  request 
to 

Admiral  Kime.  That  was  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  12  No- 
vember, 1992.  It  is  three-tiered,  as  I  indicated,  and  I  can  provide 
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you  with  how  this  was  done:  self-examination  for  less  than  50  feet; 
third-party  examination  for  50  to  79  feet;  and  Coast  Guard  inspec- 
tion for  those  79  feet  or  greater,  plus  a  load  line  and  classification 
for  new  vessels  of  that  length. 

I  could  explain  what  that  means,  if  you  like — load  lines  for  new 
fishing  vessels  79  feet  or  greater,  and  in  10  years  load  lines  for  all 
existing  fishing  vessels  79  feet  or  greater.  Also,  additional  hull  and 
machinery  requirements  for  existing  fishing  vessels  79  feet  or 
greater. 

CERTIFICATION  AND  INSPECTION  OF  VESSELS 

So  we  have  a  very  extensive  proposal  that  has  been  before  the 
Congress  now  since  November. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  did  you  include  money  in  your  fiscal  year  1994 
budget  request  to  fund  a  certification  and  inspection  program  out- 
lined in  the  authorization  language  that  you  are  seeking? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  additional  money  in 
there  for  that.  We  have  to  get  the  legislation  through.  And  we 
would  hope  that  we  have  tried  to  do  this  in  a  way  that  would  have 
a  minimum  impact  on  the  Coast  Guard  budget,  recognizing  the 
tight  budget  times  we  are  in,  as  you  and  I  have  both  discussed  on 
several  occasions  in  the  last  two  days,  Mr.  Chairman.  That  is  why 
we  propose  the  three-tier  arrangement  that  would,  hopefully,  have 
a  minimum  impact  for  the  Coast  Guard. 

We  need  that  legislation  to  go  through.  We  would  have  to  pro- 
mulgate regulations.  I  think  it  would  be  premature  to  come 
through  for  resources  right  now. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  proposing  a  certification  fee  at  all? 

Admiral  Kime.  For  the  vessels?  Yes,  there  would  be  a  fee  as  part. 
By  law,  the  Coast  Guard  has  been  tasked  with  direct  user  fees  for 
inspections  that  we  do  aboard  vessels.  So  those  regulations  which 
are  in  the  process  of  promulgation  now  would  be  modified  when 
the  law  is  modified  to  cover  the  Coast  Guard  activities  for  fishing 
vessels. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  we  have  an  estimate  of  almost  $1.4  million 
needed  for  such  an  inspection  program.  And  we  would  like  to  know 
how — maybe  give  it  to  us  for  the  record  how  you  plan  on 

Admiral  Kime.  Where  did  you  get  the  number  from,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, so  I  can  respond  to  it? 

Mr.  Carr.  That  was  from  your  November  report. 

Admiral  Kime.  From  the  report.  I  don't  know  how  much  would 
be  recouped  from  user  fees,  but  there  would  be  an  amount. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  program,  as  I  recall — I  was  reading  and  trying  to 
listen  at  the  same  time.  But  your  report  says  that  the  Coast  Guard 
would  inspect  vessels  of  79  feet  or  longer? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  correct? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Based  on  some  finding  that  the  fatality  rate  increases 
dramatically  with  increasing  vessel  length.  Why  is  that?  Are 
longer  vessels  less  stable  and  seaworthy  or  what?  Why  is  there  a 
correlation? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  just  looking  at  actuarial  data  as  to  what 
has  happened.  I  think  we  have  seen  a  greater  loss  of  life.  We  have 
had  some  very  significant  instances — and,  in  fact,  that  is  what 
prompted  the  Congress  to  ask  us  to  do  this  study.  This  is  an  area  of 
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regulation  that  we  have  been  involved  in,  an  effort  going  back 
about  10  or  15  years.  We  finally  achieved  passage  of  legislation, 
and  this  was  one  area  the  legislation  asked  us  to  look  at. 

In  looking  at  data,  yes,  we  found  there  was  a  need  for  these 
larger  vessels  because  of  the  potential  loss  of  life  and  because  of 
their  casualty  history. 

PILOTAGE  REGULATION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  NTSB  report  on  a  1990  collision  between  a  tank- 
ship  "Shinoussa"  and  the  towboat  "Chandy  N"  in  Galveston  Bay 
said  that  pilots  of  the  vessels  were  operating  under  the  authority  of 
the  state  commission  rather  than  their  Federal  license,  even 
though  they  are  operating  in  Federal  waters.  And,  when  asked 
about  this,  they  said  that  the  state-licensed  pilots  lacked  account- 
ability under  Federal  statutes  that  were  enacted  for  maintaining 
safety. 

In  an  earlier  report,  the  Coast  Guard  said  that  it  had  not  re- 
ceived the  requisite  legislative  authority  from  Congress  but  would 
conduct  a  study  on  the  Marine  casualties  to  further  define  the  need 
for  further  legislation. 

That  was  three  years  ago.  Congress  apparently  hasn't  acted.  Are 
you  continuing  to  study  this  situation  and  are  you  continuing  to 
ask  for  legislative  authority? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  looking  at  the  issue  of  pilotage  as  part  of 
OPA  90  and  as  part  of  an  ongoing  regulatory  review. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  the  question  of  pilotage  is  a  very 
long,  very  complicated  and  very  emotional  one.  Probably  the  oldest 
thing  in  common  law  in  this  country  has  been  the  States'  rights  to 
regulate  pilotage.  And  if  a  vessel  is  in  foreign  transport,  then  the 
States  are  authorized  to  prescribe  pilotage  requirements.  If  they 
are  in  the  coast-wise  trade,  then  the  Coast  Guard  can  prescribe  re- 
quirements, and  they  would  operate  under  a  Federal  license. 

Now,  many  of  the  State  pilotage  associations,  as  a  condition  of 
getting  the  license,  indicate  you  must  have  a  Federal  license  also. 
The  Coast  Guard  in  the  past  has  tried  to  go  forward  and  say  since 
that  is  a  condition  of  employment  then  if,  in  fact,  even  when  you 
are  operating  under  your  state  license  and  not  your  Federal  li- 
cense, in  other  words  on  a  vessel  in  foreign  trade,  then  the  Coast 
Guard  could  proceed  against  your  Federal  license.  We  lost  that 
battle  in  court. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  have  no  argument  with  what  the  training  re- 
quirements of  the  States  are  for  pilotage.  Sometimes  their  account- 
ability of  pilots  when  they  do  get  into  trouble — as  we  all  get  into 
trouble  from  time  to  time  and  do  things  wrong — there  has  to  be 
some  kind  of  control  over  that,  and  that  is  an  area  that  is  lacking. 
We  are  working  on  the  pilotage  issue. 

There  have  been  proposals  put  forward  by  the  National  Trans- 
portation Safety  Board  that  there  should  be  a  Federal  license  that 
is  superior  to  all  other  licenses  and,  in  fact,  the  Coast  Guard  could 
revoke  that  Federal  license  whether  you  were  sailing  under  it  or 
the  state  license.  That  has  not  progressed  in  the  Congress.  There  is 
a  great  deal  of  emotion  surrounding  that. 
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My  view  is  that  what  we  need,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  better  regulation 
by  the  States  of  their  own  pilots.  I  think  they  do  an  outstanding  job 
of  qualifying  pilots  and  requiring  pilots — ^but  when  pilots  get  into 
trouble,  sometimes  the  actions  that  the  States  take  leave  a  little  bit 
to  be  desired. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  will  use  a  Frank  Wolf  technique.  Which  States  are 
the  good  ones,  and  which  States  are  the  bad  ones? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  like  to  dance  around  that  one,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Let  me  say  that  some  are  better  than  others. 

But  I  think  there  is  a  need  for  some  kind  of  a — and  I  suggested 
this — a  model  law  governing  this  that  States  would  adhere  to,  just 
as  we  have  model  laws  for  registering  professional  engineers  and 
for  other  things.  Perhaps  a  model  law  in  this  area  would  be  some- 
thing that  would  be  a  very  cost-effective  way  around  this.  I  think 
this  would  provide  a  good  service  to  the  States,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, the  pilots,  the  public  that  they  serve  and  the  shipowners  and 
operators. 

Mr.  Carr.  To  your  knowledge,  was  the  proposal  offered  by  the 
NTSB  for  a  Federal  grant  of  license?  Was  that  ever  introduced  in 
the  Congress? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  have  to  check  and  provide  that  for  the 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  NTSB  recommendation  stated  that  the  Coast  Guard  should  seek  legislation  to 
require  all  pilots  of  commercial  vessels  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States 
to  have  a  Federal  pilot's  license  which  would  be  legally  superior  to  all  State  issued 
documents,  licenses  or  commissions  that  a  State  may  continue  to  employ  to  accredit 
those  pilots  that  it  desires  to  pilot  vessels  engaged  in  foreign  commerce. 

The  Coast  Guard's  April  21,  1993  up-dated  response  to  that  NTSB  recommenda- 
tion was  that  the  Coast  Guard  concurred  with  the  intent  of  the  recommendation. 
However,  the  Coast  Guard  has  recently  completed  a  study  of  pilot  related  casualties. 
The  results  indicate  that  statistically,  there  is  no  significant  difference  in  the  safety 
level  of  pilots  operating  under  the  authority  of  a  Federal  license  and  pilots  operat- 
ing under  the  authority  of  a  State  license.  The  Coast  Guard  will  continue  to  consid- 
er the  NTSB  recommended  legislation  until  coastal  state  authorities  demonstrate 
consistent  comprehensive  oversight  and  enforcement  jurisdiction  over  State  pilots. 

To  my  knowledge,  no  legislative  proposal  similar  to  this  has  been  introduced  in 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  the  nature  of  the  lawsuit  that  you  lost? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  believe  that  was  Soriano.  I  believe  that  was  the 
name  of  the  case.  There  was  a  collision  in  which  a  pilot  who  had  a 
history  of  problems  was  involved  in  an  incident,  and  the  Coast 
Guard  proceeded  against  his  license  even  though  he  was  not  sailing 
under  his  license.  The  state  pilotage  authority  required  him  to 
have  it,  so  we  wanted  to  proceed  against  him  and  pull  his  license. 
Since  he  wasn't  operating  under  it,  the  court  said  we  had  no  juris- 
diction. 

Mr.  Carr.  Who  decides  when  he  is  operating  under  it?  He  just 
decides  on  his  own? 

Admiral  Kime.  No.  No.  If,  in  fact,  he  were  employed  as  a  Federal 
pilot  and  the  ship  required  a  Federal  pilot,  then  that  would  be  the 
case. 

If  the  vessel  were  in  a  coast-wide  service,  you  would  have  to  have 
a  Federal  pilot  and  perhaps  we  would  have  gone  against  him.  But 
since  he  was  not,  we  could  not  go.  We  pursued  that  through  the 
appeals  process.  That  is  a  very  notorious  case. 
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Mr.  Carr.  You  mean  it  was  the  condition?  It  was  the  nature  of 
the  vessel,  foreign  or  coast-wide,  to  determine 

Admiral  Kime.  You  are  starting  to  understand  the  problems,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

You  have  two  identical  vessels  sailing  into  the  Port  of  New  York 
down  the  same  channel,  one  coming  from  Montreal,  the  other 
coming  from  Charleston,  South  Carolina.  Since  one  is  in  the  coast- 
wide  trade,  you  have  different  pilotage  requirements  based  on 
where  they  came  from.  That  is  the  law.  That  is  a  long  standing 
law. 

As  I  said  when  I  started  out  my  comments,  it  doesn't  make  a 
whole  lot  of  sense.  I  understand.  So  you  are  starting  to  get  into  the 
issue.  Many  hearings  have  been  held  up  on  the  Hill  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  even  though  a  person  has  a  license, 
they  are  operating  under  the  authority  of  one  or  the  other  depend- 
ing on  where  the  ship  came  from. 

Admiral  Kime.  Even  though  you  are  using  your  state  license  and 
you  can  only  get  it  if  you  already  have  a  Federal  license — if  you 
are  operating  under  a  condition  where  you  are  required  to  have  a 
state  license  and  something  happens,  the  Federal  Government, 
meaning  the  Coast  Guard,  cannot  go  against  your  Federal  license 
because  you  were  not  operating  under  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay,  any  questions? 

VESSEL  traffic  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  have  one  real  quick  one,  rather  parochial. 

There  has  been  an  ongoing  upgrade  of  the  vessel  traffic  system 
in  Houston.  Can  you  give  me  a  status  report  of  that  project? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir,  I  can.  Just  a  second. 

In  Houston — Galveston,  we  are  talking  about  the  installation  of 
the  radar  at  Eagle  Point  that  will  give  us  full  coverage  of  the  Hous- 
ton Ship  Channel.  There  is  an  area  right  now  that  isn't  covered, 
and  we  anticipate  an  award  of  a  contract  in  the  third  quarter  of 
1993  and  completion  in  the  second  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1994.  It  is 
on  schedule.  We  don't  see  any  problems  there. 

Mr.  DeLay.  That  is  good  to  hear.  Are  there  any  other  things 
about  projects  in  Texas  or  the  Gulf? 

Admiral  Kime.  In  the  Gulf  would  be  New  Orleans,  that  is  just 
getting  under  way. 

And  the  other  one  is  Berwick  Bay,  on  which  we  completed  some 
improvements  in  March  of  this  year. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Are  you  doing  anything  in  Corpus  Christi? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  looking  at  that.  We  did  a  port  needs  study 
as  a  result  of  a  Coast  Guard  initiative  and  also  OPA  1990.  The  cost 
benefit  analysis  recognizes  more  than  cost  benefit,  but  Corpus 
Christi  came  out  in  the  first  tier,  and  we  are  looking  at  that. 

Houston,  Corpus  Christi  and  Port  Arthur,  Texas,  were  three  of 
the  seven  that  came  out  in  the  top  tier.  We  are  moving  forward 
towards  establishing  vessel  traffic  systems  there. 

Mr.  DeLay.  In  that  analysis  of  the  Gulf  Coast  of  Texas,  are  you 
figuring  in  the — or  anticipating  increased  traffic  due  to  the  possible 
passage  of  NAFTA?  Is  that  in  your  models? 
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Admiral  Kime.  NAFTA  was  not  looked  at.  It  was  not  in  existence 
at  the  time  this  study  was  done.  This  was  done  in  1989  and  1990. 

But  we  did  try  to  forecast,  as  best  we  could,  the  amount  of  traffic 
that  was  going  to  be  in  each  port  zone.  What  we  are  doing,  as  we 
proceed  with  each  project,  is  to  revalidate  the  study.  Any  traffic 
that  is  expected  or  forecasted  or  actually  occurs  from  NAFTA  will 
be  cranked  in  at  that  time  along  with  other  considerations. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Great. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  will  submit  these  questions  for  the  record. 

OIL  POLLUTION  ACT  RULEMAKING 

With  regards  to  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990,  what  is  the  status 
of  the  rulemaking? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  (OPA  90)  creates  numerous  projects  including  re- 
quirements for  47  regulations.  Of  these  47,  fourteen  have  been  published  as  final  or 
interim  final  rules.  The  Coast  Guard  has  assigned  those  regulations  with  a  (Congres- 
sional deadline  a  high  priority.  Of  the  OPA  90  mandated  regulations,  four  have  a 
substantial  financial  impact  on  the  industry  and  they  are  required  to  be  processed 
as  significant  regulations.  These  four  are  (1)  double  hulls,  (2)  vessel  response  plans, 
(3)  facility  response  plans,  and  (4)  requirements  for  existing  single  hull  vessels.  Of 
these  four,  the  Coast  Guard  has  issued  interim  final  rules  on  the  first  three.  A 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  has  been  drafted  for  the  fourth,  requirements  for  ex- 
isting single  hull  vessels.  The  NPRM  is  now  in  clearance. 

Substantial  progress  has  been  made  developing  the  remaining  regulations 
projects.  A  complete  list  of  those  projects  which  have  been  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  is  outlined  below.  For  those  which  have  not  yet  been  published  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register,  planning  documents  have  been  completed. 
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RULES  PUBLISHED 

Documentation  of  Cleanup  Vessels 03  Mar  92  (57  FR  7640) 

Vessel  Communications  Equipment 21  Apr  92  (57  FR  14483) 

VTS  Valdez  Regulations 17  Jul  92  (57  FR  31660) 

Revised  Penalty  Provisions 27  Jul  92  (57  FR  33260) 

Claims  under  OPA  90 o 12  Aug  92  (57  FR  36314) 

Double  Hull  Standards 12  Aug  92  (57  FR  36222) 

Designation  of  Source  and  Advertisement 12  Aug  92  (57  FR  36314) 

Access  to  the  Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust 

Fund  by  State  Officials 13  Nov  92  (57  FR  53968) 

Delegation  of  Powers  to  Regulate 27  Jan  93  (58  FR  6194) 

Facility  Response  Plans 05  Feb  93  (58  FR  7330) 

Vessel  Response  Plans 05  Feb  93  (58  FR  7330) 

Prince  William  Sound  Pilotage 10  Mar  93  (58  FR  13360) 

Class  II  Civil  Penalties 06  Apr  93  (58  FR  17926) 

Navigation  Underway  (2nd  Officer  on  Bridge, 

Unattended  Engine  Room,  Auto  Pilot) 10  May  93  (58  FR  27628) 

ANPRMs  Published 

Tank  Level/Pressure  Monitor 07  May  91  (56  FR  21116) 

Vessel  Response  Plans  30  Aug  91  (56  FR  43534) 

Existing  Single  Hull  Vessels 01  Nov  91  (56  FR  56284) 

Facility  Response  Plans  11  Mar  92  (57  FR  8708) 

National  Escort  Vessels 27  Apr  93  (58  FR  25766) 


NPRMs  PUBLISHED 

Double  Hull  Standards 05  Dec  90  (55  FR  50192) 

National  VTS 01  Aug  91  (56  FR  36910) 

VTS  Valdez  Regulations 06  Sep  91  (  56  FR  48771 ) 

Documentation  of  Cleanup  Vessels 11  Sep  91  (56  FR  46268) 

Certificates  of  Financial  Responsibility  ...26  Sep  91  (56  FR  49006) 

Vessel  Communications  Equipment 18  Nov  91  (56  FR  58292) 

Use  of  Auto  Pilot 06  Jan  92  (57  FR  514) 

Unattended  Engine  Room 09  Apr  92  (57  FR  12378) 

Vessel  Response  Plans 19  Jun  92  (57  FR  27514 ) 

Escort  Vessels 07  Jul  92  (57  FR  30058 ) 

Discharge  Removal  Equipment 29  Sep  92  (57  FR  44912) 

Second  Officer  on  the  Bridge 02  Oct  92  (57  FR  45664) 

Prince  William  Sound  Pilotage 26  Oct  92  (57  FR  48554) 

Lightering  Requirements 05  Jan  93  (58  FR  452 ) 

Overfill  Devices 12  Jan  93  ( 58  FR  4040 ) 

Plate  Gauging 23  Mar  93  (58  FR  15740) 

SNPRMs  PUBLISHED 

Unattended  Engine  Room 02  Oct  92  (57  FR  45662) 

Use  of  Auto-Pilot 02  Oct  92  (  57  FR  45667 ) 
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AMERICAN  GAS  UNDERPRESSURE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  DeLay.  Last  year  the  committee  directed  the  Coast  Guard  to 
carry  out  a  test  of  the  American  Gas  Underpressure  system  with 
hopes  that  this  system,  if  viable,  would  save  our  Nation's  shipping 
industry  by  offering  a  relatively  low  cost  alternative  to  double  hull 
tankers  and  barges  and  create  many  new  jobs  in  the  virtually  ex- 
tinct shipbuilding  industry. 

What  is  the  status  of  the  committee's  test  of  this  double  hull  al- 
ternative? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  organized  a  steering  committee,  designated  a  project  manag- 
er and  put  together  a  project  team.  A  detailed  plan  of  action  and  milestones  have 
been  developed.  A  draft  technical  approach  has  been  formulated  including  prelimi- 
nary cost  estimates  and  project  duration.  Numerous  issues  were  also  identified 
which  include  major  operational  safety  and  environmental  protection  questions, 
system  development,  proprietary  ownership  and  public  access  given  the  investment 
of  public  funds,  and  the  total  projected  cost  to  conduct  a  proper  and  safe  full  scale 
test. 

In  December  1992,  the  Coast  Guard  completed  a  report  to  Congress  on  alterna- 
tives to  the  double  hull  design  for  tank  vessels  which  stated  that  no  other  designs 
are  presently  available  that  would  provide  equal  or  greater  protection  to  the  envi- 
ronment than  that  provided  by  the  double  hull  tanker.  This  report  evaluated  four 
alternatives  to  the  double  hull.  The  American  Gas  Underpressure  System  was  not 
specifically  evaluated  in  this  report,  rather  the  concept  of  an  underpressure  system 
was  reviewed  for  viability  as  a  pollution  prevention  alternative. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  prepared  and  will  soon  publish  a  Federal  Register  notice  so- 
liciting comments  and  public  interest  in  supporting  a  full  scale  test  of  the  American 
Gas  Underpressure  (AMERUN)  System.  The  project  manager  maintains  close  com- 
munications with  AMERUN  System  inventor,  MH  Systems,  Inc. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Is  there  anything  that  this  Member  can  facilitate  to 
ensure  the  ongoing  progress  of  this  test? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  technical  staff  met  April  2,  1993,  with  Mr.  LeMunyon  of  your 
office  on  the  status  of  American  Gas  Underpressure  (AMERUN)  System  project.  Dis- 
cussed were  details  of  both  a  technical  and  legal  nature.  Issues  of  a  major  concern 
were  identified.  It  was  agreed  that  no  American  Gas  Underpressure  System  exists 
per  se.  To  date.  Coast  Guard  has  received  from  MH  Systems,  Inc.,  concept  drawings 
only.  In  light  of  this,  we  have  discussed  the  proprietary  ownership  and  public  access 
issue  when  public  funds  are  involved  in  test  protocol  results  and  system  develop- 
ment. 

ALTERNATIVES  TO  DOUBLE  HULLS 

Mr.  DeLay.  Regarding  any  rulemaking,  will  potential  alterna- 
tives to  double  hulls,  those  that  are  equal  or  better  than  double 
hull,  be  able  to  be  included  in  the  regulations  in  the  future?  Please 
explain. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  (OPA  90)  presently  does  not  allow  alternatives  to 
the  double  hull  tanker  design.  OPA  90  would  have  to  be  amended  to  allow  for  alter- 
natives before  implementing  regulations  could  be  promulgated. 

OPA  90  required  the  Secretary  (Department  of  Transportation)  to  complete  a 
study,  and  report  to  Congress  whether  other  structural  or  operational  tank  vessel 
requirements  provide  protection  to  the  marine  environment  equal  to  or  greater 
than  provided  by  the  double  hull.  This  study  was  completed  in  December  1992  and 
was  forwarded  to  Congress.  The  report  concluded  that,  at  this  time,  there  are  no 
tank  vessel  designs  that  meet  or  exceed  the  environmental  protection  capability  of 
the  double  hull.  The  report  recommended  that  the  Coast  Guard  continue  to  evaluate 
novel  designs  and  technology  submitted,  reporting  any  suitable  alternatives  to  Con- 
gress as  they  are  identified.  If  and  when,  the  Coast  Guard  finds  a  design  that  can 
meet  or  exceed  the  capabilities  of  the  double  hull,  it  will  be  recommended  to  Con- 
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gress.  An  amendment  of  section  4115  of  OPA  90  by  Congress,  would  be  necessary  to 
allow  the  Secretary  to  publish  regulations  for  acceptance  of  an  alternate  design. 

BOATING  SAFETY 

Mr.  DeLay.  Yesterday  we  heard  testimony  from  the  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board  regarding  boating  safety.  At  one  point 
a  statistic  was  being  talked  about  that  was  unbelievable.  The  statis- 
tic was  that  10  years  ago  there  were  100,000  boats  in  the  state  of 
Florida  that  could  go  faster  than  50  miles  per  hour.  Today  that 
figure  is  500,000. 

I  don't  have  any  gripe  with  boats  that  go  fast  as  long  as  they  are 
used  in  a  responsible  manner.  However,  I  am  concerned  about  acci- 
dents and  law  enforcement  violations  that  involve  craft  of  this 
speed. 

In  such  a  fast-growing  sector  of  recreational  boating,  I  believe 
that  it  is  important  to  know  if  these  boats  and  boaters  make  up  a 
disproportionate  number  of  the  accident  and  law  enforcement  vio- 
lations and  thus  increase  the  insurance  for  the  average  law-abiding 
boater. 

Is  there  a  correlation  between  these  fast  boats  and  accidents  or 
violations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  does  not  have  the  data  identified  by  the  NTSB  in  the  recent  rec- 
reational boat  safety  hearing.  Accordingly,  the  Coast  Guard  cannot  at  this  time  vali- 
date the  NTSB's  testimony  that  there  are  500,000  recreational  boats  in  Florida  with 
speed  capabilities  in  excess  of  50  miles  per  hour.  The  figure  appears  high,  however, 
since  there  was  only  a  total  of  711,348  numbered  boats  in  the  State  of  Florida  in 
1992. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  not  established  a  correlation  between  boats  with  the  capabil- 
ity to  operate  at  high  speeds  and  accidents  or  violations.  Boating  accident  reports 
for  1992  indicate  that  speeding  was  a  primary  or  secondary  cause  in  about  14  per- 
cent of  the  reportable  accidents  in  Florida. 

Mr.  DeLay.  If  so,  are  there  any  thoughts  on  qualifying  these 
boaters  in  accordance  with  their  craft? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  not  established  a  correlation  between  boats  with  the  capability  to  oper- 
ate at  high  speeds  and  accidents  or  violations  at  this  time.  If  the  State  identifies  a 
particular  problem  regarding  in  this  area,  we  would  support  State  efforts  to  resolve 
the  problems,  including  qualification  of  boaters  by  State  authorities  or  local  speed 
restrictions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Foglietta. 

HAITIAN  MIGRANT  INTERDICTION 

Mr.  Foglietta.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  I  apologize  for 
my  tardiness.  It  was  unavoidable.  And  also  the  fact  that  it  was  un- 
avoidable for  me  not  to  be  at  yesterday's  hearing.  And  I  do  know 
that — I  was  informed  that  you  did  discuss  Haiti  and  the  oper- 
ations— repatriation  operations  of  Haiti  yesterday.  With  your  per- 
mission, I  would  like  to  ask  a  few  questions  concerning  that 
matter. 

In  February,  I  visited  Haiti;  and  there,  I  saw  some  widespread 
poverty,  the  likes  of  which  I  see  only  in  the  poorest  sections  of  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  which  I  represent. 

I  met  with  coup  leaders  and  know  of  their  plight  and  the  disre- 
gards for  constitutional  government  and  human  rights.  I  under- 
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stand  why  a  person  would  want  to  flee  Haiti.  But  I  also  know  the 
danger  of  sailing  rough  seas  with  over  400  people  on  a  rickety  30- 
foot  long  homemade  boat. 

Because  of  the  United  States'  policy  to  repatriate  the  refugees, 
the  number  of  people  leaving  Haiti  has  decreased  dramatically. 

Can  you  describe  for  us  the  present  status  of  the  repatriation 
process? 

For  example,  how  much  effort  was  made  to  direct  Haitians  to 
American  authorities  for  political  protection  and  asylum?  How 
much  migrant  support  did  they  receive,  like  food  and  medical 
supplies? 

Admiral  Kime.  You  have  asked  a  very  broad  question,  sir.  Let 
me  try  to  go  back  a  little  bit  and  work  us  to  where  we  are  now  and 
what  we  have  done  in  various  places,  not  only  the  Coast  Guard  but 
DOD  and  the  State  Department. 

After  the  coup,  we  saw  a  tremendous  increase  in  illegal  migrants 
coming  to  the  United  States,  and  the  Coast  Guard  mounted  a  sig- 
nificant effort  down  in  the  Caribbean. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  May  I  interrupt?  I  don't  think  we  knew  they 
were  illegal  because  we  never  gave  them  a  hearing  to  make  that 
determination;  is  that  correct? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  they  were  listed  as  economic  migrants. 
They  were  picked  up,  and  they  went  through  a  screening  process; 
the  legality  of  that  screening  process  was  looked  at  rather  exten- 
sively by  the  court  system,  some  of  the  things  going  as  far  as  the 
Supreme  Court. 

So  we  were  operating  under  the  bilateral  agreement  between  the 
United  States  and  Haiti  and  also  the  Executive  Order  that  was 
issued  in  the  early  1980s.  At  that  time,  we  were  screening  them  on 
vessels — not  us  but  the  Immigration  Naturalization  Service.  Later, 
they  were  screening  them  at  Guantanamo  Bay.  We  were  getting  a 
tremendous  surge  of  people,  about  37,000  of  them,  in  about  six 
months.  I  think  that  that  compares  to  about  26,000  in  10  years. 
And  plenty  of  lives  were  being  lost.  Bodies  were  being  washed  up 
on  the  coast  of  Cuba.  Lives  were  being  lost,  and  Guantanamo  was 
being  saturated. 

I  went  to  Guantanamo  to  see  what  was  being  done.  They  were 
brought  in,  processed,  given  showers,  clothes,  food,  put  in  a  shel- 
tered area,  screened  by  INS,  and  given  medical  treatment.  Those 
that  were  screened  in  for  the  preliminary  screening  were  brought 
back  by  aircraft  to  the  United  States.  Those  that  were  screened  out 
were  then  sent  by  Coast  Guard  cutter  to  Port-au-Prince  where  they 
were  met  at  the  pier  by  representatives  of  the  International  Red 
Cross,  and  by  people  from  the  American  Embassy.  They  were  given 
a  certain  amount  of  money  to  go  home. 

The  State  Department  mounted  a  significant  monitoring  effort  in 
Haiti  to  see  if  there  were  abuses  occurring.  I  know  this  is  a  very 
emotional  issue,  but  State  Department  reports  indicated  this  was 
not  happening.  Recognizing  that  there  is  considerable  political 
unrest  and  poverty — I  have  been  to  Haiti  also.  It  is  pitiful.  It  really 
tugs  at  your  heart  to  see  what  is  there — the  Bush  Administration 
was  concerned  about  the  continuing  flow  of  Haitians  coming  out, 
and  in  May  of  1992,  President  Bush  issued  a  new  Executive  Order 
that  provided  for  direct  repatriation.  They  were  picked  up  by  the 
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Coast  Guard  and  taken  directly  back  to  Port-au-Prince.  And  at  that 
time,  a  parallel  effort  was  initiated  and  advertised  through  the 
Voice  of  America  and  other  places  to  add  additional  consular 
people  at  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Port-au-Prince  so  people  could  apply 
for  asylum  right  there. 

Now,  that  is  how  the  situation  developed;  and  the  flow  of  mi- 
grants, then,  dropped  off  to  just  a  trickle. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  What  period  was  that — did  it  drop  off  to  a 
trickle? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  was  after  May  of  1992  right  on  up  until,  I 
would  say,  after  the  Presidential  election  and  during  the  Presiden- 
tial election.  This  was  an  issue,  and  there  was  a  feeling  that — 
based  on  the  statements  of  Mr.  Clinton  during  the  campaign — that 
there  would  be  a  reversal  of  the  direct  repatriation  policy.  And  the 
Coast  Guard  gathered  information,  as  did  intelligence  agencies,  of 
the  significant  build  up  of  vessels  and  significant  increase  of  con- 
struction of  vessels  in  Haiti  that  indicated  a  mass  migration. 

We  were  very  concerned  about  this  from  the  safety  of  life  point 
of  view.  This  information  was  passed  to  the  incoming  administra- 
tion. It  was  looked  at.  And  the  new  administration,  President-Elect 
Clinton  then,  on  the  13th  of  January,  made  a  statement  that  he 
was  going  to  keep  the  direct  repatriation  policy  in  force 
temporarily. 

At  the  same  time.  President  Aristide  made  a  statement  for  the 
people  to  stay  home.  President-Elect  Clinton  became  President 
Clinton  and  he  instituted,  then,  the  Haitian  policy  I  just  men- 
tioned, one  part  of  which  was  an  increased  effort  to  bring  a  politi- 
cal solution  in  the  country  and  take  the  initial  steps  to  look  at  the 
financial  situation  that  was  causing  this  mass  migration. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  They  have  also,  if  I  may — also  have  increased  the 
facilities  and  the  number  of  people  available  for  handling  of  appli- 
cations for  asylum. 

Admiral  Kime.  In  country,  yes,  significantly  increased  the  avail- 
ability of  in-country  processing.  The  administration  is  working 
through  Ambassador  Caputo.  We  now  have  about  70  UN  observers 
and  the  Organization  of  American  States. 

He  has  met  with  President  Aristide.  We  have  about  70  UN  ob- 
servers in  the  country  right  now.  And  I  think  what  you  read  in  the 
paper,  including  the  article  in  the  New  York  Times  today,  is  true 
about  what  is  happening. 

In  the  meantime,  on  the  15th  of  January — because  I,  too,  was 
concerned  about  a  massive  loss  of  life — announced  that  the  Coast 
Guard  and  the  Navy  would  provide  a  significant  presence  in  the 
area  off  of  Haiti  to  hopefully  deter  a  mass  migration;  and  should 
one  occur,  to  have  enough  resources  there  to  prevent  a  massive  loss 
of  life. 

Since  the  22nd  of  January,  we  have  not  interdicted  any  Haitians 
down  there.  Meanwhile,  we  have  maintained  a  significant  force — 
although  it  no  longer  includes  Navy  vessels,  still  a  significant  force. 
I  really  can't  say  what  that  is  now  because  the  numbers  are  classi- 
fied, but  only  to  say  that  it  will  remain  there  while  the  President's 
diplomatic  and  economic  initiatives  begin  to  work. 

And  we  are  seeing  some  progress  on  that,  I  believe. 
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Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Talking  about  that,  since  the  de  facto  govern- 
ment rejected  President  Aristide's  offer  of  amnesty  in  exchange  for 
his  safe  return,  the  next  step  may  be  to  tighten  the  U.S.  hemi- 
spheric embargo.  Presuming  that  one  possibility  will  be  to  cut  off 
air  traffic,  what  role  will  the  Coast  Guard  play  in  that  policy? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  not  been  approached  on  any  initiatives 
in  any  way.  This  would  be  a  decision  by  the  President,  by  the  State 
Department,  on  what  would  be  done.  And  we  have  not  been  asked 
to  provide  any  input  into  that.  On  that  basis,  I  really  have  no  way 
of  knowing  what  actual  or  potential  role  the  Coast  Guard  would 
play  should  the  President  decide  to  take  that  action. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  monitor  ships  that  break 
the  hemispheric  embargo  and  trade  with  the  illegal  government? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  monitored  certain  vessels,  and  the  en- 
forcement policy  for  that  embargo  is  one  that  is  established  by  the 
Department  of  State. 

Mr.  Foglietta.  One  other  final  question  on  this  particular  sub- 
ject. Has  the  Coast  Guard  interdiction  operation  taken  manpower 
away  from  drug  trafficking  operations — drug  interdiction  oper- 
ations off  the  coast  of  South  America  and  the  Caribbean? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir,  it  has. 

Mr.  Foglietta.  I  have  some  questions.  I  will  do  that  in  the  next 
go  around.  Or  else,  if  I  may  submit  some  written  questions,  I  will 
be  happy  to  do  that. 

Admiral  Kime.  At  your  pleasure.  Congressman,  either  way. 

maintenance  cost-effectiveness 

Mr.  Foglietta.  Admiral  Kime,  as  you  know,  budget  constraints 
demand  that  this  subcommittee  take  a  closer  look  at  how  money  is 
being  spent.  I  know  my  Chairman  and  I  both  share  a  concern 
about  the  issue  of  maintenance  of  the  assets  in  which  this  subcom- 
mittee invests.  Nothing  saves  money  more  than  good  maintenance 
programs. 

I  am  interested  in  knowing  the  procedure  you  have  for  ensuring 
that  the  maintenance  and  repairs,  particularly  of  your  cutters  and 
other  vessels,  are  as  cost  effective  as  possible.  Can  you  broadly  out- 
line your  maintenance  and  repair  policy? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  purpose  of  my  vessel  maintenance  and  repair  policy  is  to  provide  timely,  ef- 
fective fleet  support  and  to  ensure  safe  and  efficient  vessel  operations.  Our  policy  is 
aimed  at  providing  support  that  ensures  operational  availability  of  Coast  Guard  ves- 
sels and  boats  and  minimizes  the  amount  of  preventable,  unscheduled  maintenance 
or  repairs. 

In  carrying  out  this  policy,  we  utilize  a  three  tiered  approach  to  vessel  mainte- 
iidnce:  preventative  maintenance  and  minor  repair  work  done  at  the  unit  level 
sometimes  with  the  assistance  of  Maintenance  Augmentation  Teams  (MATS);  inter- 
mediate level  maintenance  performed  by  bases  and  industrial  units;  and  major 
depot  level  maintenance  performed  by  commercial  shipyards  and  the  Coast  Guard 
Yard. 

Additionally,  we  are  developing  processes  to  improve  maintenance  and  repair  sup- 
port. Among  the  most  significant  are  the  Systems  to  Automate  and  Integrate  Logis- 
tics (SAIL)  initiative  which  will  provide  maintenance  and  repair  data  as  well  as  in- 
ventory management  information  to  improve  maintenance  support.  A  related  initia- 
tive, our  Configuration  Management  (CM)  project,  will  track  changes  to  vessel 
equipment  configuration  and  provide  information  on  these  changes  to  update  vessel 
inventory  requirements,  improve  stock  system  support  and  record  maintenance  and 
repair  data. 
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V-22  APPLICATIONS  TO  COAST  GUARD 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Before  I  joined  this  esteemed  committee,  I  was  a 
member  of  the  Armed  Service  Committee.  On  that  committee,  I 
was  a  strong  supporter  of  the  tilt-rotor  V-22  Osprey.  Part  of  this 
project  is  developed  in  my  congressional  district. 

I  support  the  V-22  because  of  its  broad  DOD  applications,  but 
also  for  its  promising  commercial  and  civilian  applications.  The  V- 
22  is  a  great  example  of  the  dual-use  technology  that  President 
Clinton  speaks  of. 

I  would  like  to  know  your  vision  for  the  V-22  in  the  Coast 
Guard.  I  would  encourage  you  to  keep  pushing  for  its  development 
because  I  believe  it  has  great  potential  to  aid  the  Coast  Guard. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  always  interested  in  investigating  proven,  supportable  tech- 
nology for  future  application.  As  directed  by  Congress  in  FY93,  the  Coast  Guard  is 
conducting  a  study  of  the  potential  applicability  of  the  V-22's  capability  to  Coast 
Guard  missions.  This  study  will  be  completed  later  this  year.  However,  the  issues  of 
operating  cost  and  DoD  supportability  will  have  to  be  addressed  before  any  further 
Coast  Guard  consideration  of  the  V-22  aircraft  is  made. 

BULK  CARRIER  SAFETY 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  the  March  25,  1993,  edition  of  Virginia-Pilot, 
a  newspaper  in  Virginia  Beach,  Virginia,  ran  a  story  claiming  that 
bulk  carriers,  carrying  such  commodities  as  coal,  grain,  and  iron 
ore,  have  been  breaking  up  at  sea  with  increasing  frequency? 

Is  this  accurate? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir,  it  absolutely  is. 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  correlate  any  reasons  why  this  is? 

Does  the  flag  of  convenience  system  contribute  to  this  problem? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  there  are  a  lot  of  reasons  why  this  ^yas 
happening.  This  was,  I  think,  first  brought  to  everyone's  attention 
about  late  1990,  early  1991.  At  the  IMG  Assembly,  which  occurs 
every  two  years  in  London,  I  had  some  discussions  with  Mr.  Wil- 
liam O'Neil,  who  is  the  Secretary  General,  about  this.  He  expressed 
his  concerns  and  asked  if  the  United  States  would  support  an  initi- 
ative by  the  International  Maritime  Organization  to  look  into  this 
and  try  to  prevent  it.  And  I  said,  we  most  certainly  would. 

That  resolution  was  introduced  by  the  Secretary  General  and 
passed  in  October  or  November  of  1991.  That  proposed  doing  a 
great  number  of  things.  One  was  to  urge  greater  inspection  by  the 
classification  societies  and  by  the  flag  states  of  these  vessels. 

One  of  the  things  contributing  to  their  problem  was  lack  of  main- 
tenance. The  other  one  was  the  method  of  loading.  You  can  imag- 
ine putting  a  big  bucket  down  in  the  hole  of  a  vessel,  one  that  you 
would  use  to  dump  dirt  into  a  dump  truck,  and  banging  it  against 
the  structure  down  there,  things  of  that  nature. 

So  that  initiative  took  place.  These  were  mostly  foreign  flag  ves- 
sels. We  were  concerned  about  the  enforcement  by  the  flag  states 
and  indicated  that  important  state  controls  should  be  intensified. 

I  think  a  lot  of  that  problem  has  been  lessened  but  not  complete- 
ly solved.  I  think  the  problem  goes  further  than  just  the  bulk  carri- 
ers, Mr.  Chairman.  We  are  very  much  concerned  about  substand- 
ard ships.  In  fact,  we  are  concerned  about  substandard  ships,  sub- 
standard owners,  substandard  insurance  companies,  substandard 
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classification  societies,  and  substandard  flag  states.  And  I  have 
preached  that  message  loud  and  strong  nationally  and  internation- 
ally. 

And,  we  are  starting  to  see  some  real  results  in  that  area.  Classi- 
fication societies  are  starting  a  quality  initiative  on  their  own 
using  ISO  9000  as  a  guideline.  lACS,  which  is  their  association,  is 
putting  this  together. 

In  addition,  as  we  speak,  in  London,  the  first  meeting  of  a  new 
subcommittee  that  was  established,  IMO  Subcommittee  on  Flag 
State  Responsibilities,  is  taking  place  and  the  Coast  Guard  is  head- 
ing that  delegation.  This  is  to  develop  guidance  for  the  responsibil- 
ities, and  how  they  carry  them  out,  of  the  flag  state  and  of  the  clas- 
sification societies.  So  we  have  a  major  initiative  ongoing  in  that 
area. 

In  addition,  the  United  States  has  stepped  up  its  control  of  ves- 
sels coming  into  our  waters. 

BULK  CARRIERS  LOST 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  it  would  be  helpful  if  you  could  put  some  statis- 
tics into  the  record  for  us  at  this  point  on  number  of  breakups.  We 
would  like  to  track  that. 

Admiral  Kime.  By  flag  state? 

Mr.  Carr.  By  flag  state.  And  then  this  is  the  kind  of  question 
that  might  be  reoccurring  and  we  will  be  able  to  track  the  progress 
that  you,  seemingly,  are  hopeful  of. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  will  provide  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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NUMBER  OF  BULK  CARRIERS  LOST  FROM  1981  THROUGH  1991 
*To-tal  Bulk  Carriers  include  Ore  &  Bulk  and  Ore/Bulk/Oil  Carriers 


FLAG 

TOTAL  BULK 
CARRIERS  LOST 

ORE  &  BULK 
CARRIERS  LOST 

ORE/BULK/OIL 
CARRIERS  LOST 

NO. 

GROSS 
TONNAGE 

NO. 

GROSS 
TONNAGE 

NO. 

GROSS 
TONNAGE 

PANAMA 

15 

310, 

541 

14 

255, 

975 

1 

54, 

566 

GREECE 

10 

245, 

215 

8 

135, 

301 

2 

109, 

914 

LIBERIA 

6 

233, 

304 

5 

144, 

126 

1 

89, 

178 

S.  KOREA 

4 

214, 

450 

2 

65, 

843 

2 

148, 

607 

CYPRUS 

6 

77, 

300 

6 

77, 

300 

- 

INDIA 

2 

72, 

107 

2 

72, 

107 

- 

PHILIPINES 

2 

82, 

797 

2 

82, 

797 

- 

MALTA 

2 

32, 

508 

2 

32, 

508 

- 

ITALY 

2 

36, 

243 

2 

36, 

243 

- 

HONG  KONG 

1 

21, 

384 

1 

21, 

384 

- 

TAIWAN 

1 

11 

330 

1 

11 

330 

- 

SINGAPORE 

1 

43 

218 

1 

43 

218 

- 

OTHER 

13 

262 

480 

13 

262 

480 

- 

TOTAL 

65 

1,642,877 

59 

1,240,612 

6 

402 

,265 

Not^: 

ORE  CARRIER  -  Dry  cargo  vessel,  1  deck,  strengthened  for  ore 
cargoes,  2  longitudinal  bulkheads  and  high  tanktops. 

BULK  CARRIER:  -  Dry  cargo  vessel,  1  deck,  machinery  aft  with 
topside  tanks. 

ORE/BULK/OIL  CARRIER:  -  Combination  carrier  arranged  for  the 
carriage  of  heavy  bulk  dry  cargoes  or  liquid  cargoes  in  the  same 
cargo  space. 
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YEAR 

TOTAL  BULK 
CARRIERS  LOST 

ORE  &  BULK 
CARRIERS  LOST 

ORE/BULK/OIL 
CARRIERS  LOST 

NO. 

GROSS 
TONNAGE 

NO. 

GROSS 
TONNAGE 

NO. 

GROSS 
TONNAGE 

1981 

8 

131. 

147 

7 

101, 

458 

1 

29, 

689 

1982 
1983 
1984 

2 

3 

6 

52, 
40, 
86, 

947 
510 
911 

2 
3 
6 

52, 
40, 
86, 

947 
510 
911 

- 

1985 

6 

149, 

105 

5 

82, 

512 

1 

66, 

593 

1986 

2 

9, 

682 

2 

9, 

682 

- 

1987 

9 

249, 

797 

9 

249, 

797 

- 

1988 
1989 

1 
7 

15 
102 

894 
660 

1 
7 

15 
102 

894 
660 

- 

1990 

11 

488 

280 

8 

264 

311 

3 

223 

969 

1991 

10 

315 

944 

9 

233 

930 

1 

82 

,014 

TOTAL 


65   1,642,877 


59   1,240,612 


402,265 


Note: 


ORE  CARRIER  -  Dry  cargo  vessel,  1  deck,  strengthened  for  ore 
cargoes,  2  longitudinal  bulkheads  and  high  tanktops. 

BULK  CARRIER:  -  Dry  cargo  vessel,  1  deck,  machinery  aft  with 
topside  tanks. 

ORE/BULK/OIL  CARRIER:  -  Combination  carrier  arranged  for  the 
carriage  of  heavy  bulk  dry  cargoes  or  liquid  cargoes  in  the  same 
cargo  space. 

ORE/OIL  CARRIER:  -  Combination  carrier  with  ore  holds  and 
usually  wing  cargo  tanks  for  oil. 

The  above  tables  were  compiled  based  on  information  from  the 
Lloyd's  Maritime  Information  Services  database. 
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ORE/OIL  CARRIER:  -  Combination  carrier  with  ore  holds  and 
usually  wing  cargo  tanks  for  oil. 

The  above  tables  were  compiled  based  on  information  from  the 
Lloyd's  Maritime  Information  Services  database. 
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Mr.  Carr.  How  frequently,  over  the  past  year,  has  the  Coast 
Guard  restricted  an  unsafe  foreign  flag  vessel  from  coming  into 
port  pursuant  to  the  International  Convention  on  Safety  of  Life  at 
Sea? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  have  to  get  the  exact  numbers  for  you  for 
the  record. 

There  have  been  several  cases  that  have  been  publicized  in  the 
media  where  this  is  intervention  action  that  we  are  allowed  to  take 
under  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea  Convention  and  the  MARCO  Con- 
vention. 

Mr.  Carr.  Recognize  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Diirbin. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  LOCK  AND  DAM  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  am  sorry  that  I  was  tied  up 
in  my  other  subcommittee.  I  have  a  couple  of  questions  relative  to 
my  part  of  the  world.  In  particular,  I  understand  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  has  initiated  a  feasibility  study  to  modernize  the  lock 
and  dam  systems  on  the  upper  Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers. 

From  the  Coast  Guard's  perspective  can  you  tell  us  whether  the 
current  lock  and  dam  systems  present  any  safety  problems  for  com- 
mercial navigation? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  can't  speak  to  that  directly,  Mr.  Durbin.  But  I 
certainly  can  provide  that  to  you  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  no  specific  data  on  which  to  base  a  decision  as  to  safety  of 
navigation  problems  that  could  be  attributed  to  the  present  lock  and  dam  system  on 
the  upper  Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers.  However,  locks  and  dams  are  choke  points 
with  a  high  density  of  marine  traffic.  This  generally  increases  risks  to  marine  traf- 
fic and  any  effort  to  reduce  this  density  will  likely  increase  safety. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Do  you  have  knowledge  of  accidents  that  have  oc- 
curred at  these  locks,  such  as  oil  and  hazardous  chemical  spills? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  know.  But,  again,  we  have  that  data,  and  I 
can  provide  that  to  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  have  been  no  major  oil  spills  (i.e.,  involving  1,000  gallons  or  more)  or  inci- 
dents involving  significant  amounts  of  hazardous  substances  in  the  past  few  years. 
There  have  been  11  minor  discharges  reported  at  nine  of  the  thirty-six  different 
locks  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers,  in  the  last  two  years.  A  break- 
down of  these  discharges  follows. 

Number  of 
incidents 

Lock  and  Dam: 

L/D3 1 

L/D8 1 

L/D  15 2 

L/D20 1 

L/D  21 1 

L/D  24 2 

L/D  25 1 

L/D  26 1 

L/D  27 1 

COAST  GUARD  SECOND  DISTRICT  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Durbin.  I  am  going  to  give  you  a  list  of  questions  about  oil 
and  chemical  hazardous  spills  in  that  area.  I  have  asked  these  in 
previous  years. 
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Please  summarize  the  Coast  Guard's  Commercial  Vessel  Safety 
program  in  the  Second  Coast  Guard  District. 

Admiral  Kime.  The  Second  Coast  Guard  District  is  a  very  impor- 
tant part  of  what  we  do.  The  river  system  is  very  important. 

DOUBLE  HULLS 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  What  is  the  Coast  Guard's  position  on  requiring  the 
use  of  double  hulls  for  barges  transporting  petroleum  or  hazardous 
chemicals  on  our  inland  waterways? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir.  The  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  applies  to 
ocean-going  vessels  and  to  barges,  and  there  are  additional  require- 
ments for  barges  carrying  special  chemicals  and  also  liquefied  pe- 
troleum gas. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  I  will  submit  a  list  of  additional  questions. 

Thank  you. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir. 

OCEAN  AND  COASTAL  SPILLS 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Although  most  public  attention  has  been  focused  on 
ocean  and  coastal  spills,  there  are  significant  risks  for  oil  and  haz- 
ardous chemical  spills  on  our  inland  waterways,  particularly  the 
Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers  and  the  Great  Lakes. 

Approximately  75  million  tons  of  commodities  are  shipped  on  the 
Upper  Mississippi  River.  Over  40  million  tons  are  shipped  on  the 
Illinois  River.  The  primary  commodities  are  grain,  petroleum  prod- 
ucts, 10  million  tons  on  the  Mississippi  and  6  million  tons  on  the 
Illinois,  and  coal. 

How  many  pollution  reports  were  received  by  the  Second  Coast 
Guard  District  in  fiscal  year  1991?  Fiscal  year  1992?  How  many  oil 
or  hazardous  chemical  spills  did  the  Second  Coast  Guard  District 
respond  to  in  fiscal  year  1991  and  fiscal  year  1992?  How  does  this 
compare  to  prior  years?  Summarize  the  nature  of  these  spills  and 
the  Coast  Guard's  response  to  them. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Coast  Guard  spill  report  data  is  filed  by  calendar  year  rather  than  fiscal  year.  The 
Second  Coast  Guard  District  received  reports  on  246  pollution  incidents  in  calendar 
year  1991.  Of  these  reports,  228  were  for  oil  spills  and  18  were  for  chemical  releases. 
Of  the  228  oil  spills  in  1991,  116  required  cleanup  while  112  did  not.  Preliminary 
review  of  spill  data  for  calendar  year  1992  indicates  that  271  pollution  incidents 
were  reported  of  which  261  involved  oil  spills  and  10  involved  hazardous  substances. 

The  Coast  Guard  investigates  all  reports  of  pollution  within  our  area  of  responsi- 
bility. Although  the  majority  of  the  waterways  within  the  Second  Coast  Guard  Dis- 
trict are  the  primary  responsibility  of  the  U.S.  EPA  for  pollution  matters,  the  Coast 
Guard  typically  provides  the  initial  response  to  pollution  reports  because  our  per- 
sonnel can  get  to  an  incident  location  more  quickly.  In  every  response,  all  recover- 
able product  is  removed  and  a  maximum  effort  is  made  to  protect  adjacent  waters 
and  sensitive  environmental  areas. 

Compared  to  prior  years,  the  number  of  reports  has  diminished  to  the  level  last 
seen  in  1987.  Between  1987  and  1991,  the  number  of  reports  peaked  in  1990  which 
can,  probably,  be  attributed  to  a  significant  increase  in  awareness  following  passage 
of  OPA  90.  Additionally,  while  the  number  of  reports  has  fluctuated  between  1987 
and  the  present,  the  volume  of  materials  spilled  has  steadily  decreased.  In  1987  the 
total  volume  of  oil  and  hazardous  substances  spilled  was  227,873  gallons  while  in 
1991  it  was  70,504  gallons. 

An  anamoly  to  the  established  trend  exists  in  1989  at  which  time  an  unusually 
large  volume  chemical  spill  occurred.  A  single  spill  accounted  for  97%  of  the  total 
volume  of  chemicals  spilled  in  the  Second  District  in  1989.  A  similar  instance  oc- 
curred in  1988  regarding  oil. 
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We  expect  the  number  of  pollution  reports  received  to  fluctuate  just  as  we  expect 
the  number  of  spills  to  fluctuate.  We  are  encouraged,  however,  with  the  steady  re- 
duction in  the  average  volume  spilled  over  the  past  several  years.  We  attribute  this 
reduction  to  the  impact  of  new  legislation,  the  federal  government's  continual  pre- 
vention and  enforcement  program,  and  a  general  change  in  national  environmental 
attitudes. 

COMMERCIAL  VESSEL  SAFETY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Please  summarize  the  Coast  Guard's  Commercial 
Vessel  Safety  program  in  the  Second  Coast  Guard  District?  How 
many  commercial  vessels,  including  barges  on  the  Illinois  and  Mis- 
sissippi Rivers,  were  inspected  by  the  Second  Coast  Guard  District 
in  fiscal  year  1991  and  fiscal  year  1992?  How  would  you  character- 
ize the  compliance  of  commercial  vessels  on  these  waterways  with 
Coast  Guard  safety  standards?  Summarize  the  number  of  violations 
and  enforcement  actions  taken  as  a  result  of  these  inspections. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Second  District  is  the  Coast  Guard's  second  largest  District  in  terms  of  area 
of  responsibility.  Commercial  vessel  safety  inspections  are  conducted  by  six  Marine 
Safety  Offices  located  in  St.  Louis,  MO;  Huntington,  WV;  Louisville,  KY;  Memphis, 
TN;  Paducah,  KY;  and  Pittsburgh,  PA;  and  five  Marine  Safety  Detachments  located 
in  St.  Paul,  MN;  Davenport,  lA;  Cincinnati,  OH;  Greenville,  MS;  and  Nashville,  TN. 
Tank  barges  carrying  chemicals  and  petroleum  products  are  the  single  largest  class 
of  vessels  inspected  by  the  Coast  Guard  in  the  Second  District.  Small  passenger  ves- 
sels also  make  up  a  significant  portion  of  this  District's  inspected  fleet  of  responsi- 
bility. A  number  of  large  casino-riverboat  vessels  also  operate  in  the  District. 

In  FY91  the  Second  District  units  performed  462  scheduled  (completed  during 
non-operational  periods,  e.g.  yard  periods)  inspections  and  reported  2944  deficien- 
cies. During  FY92,  524  vessels  were  inspected  with  4973  deficiencies  reported.  Since 
these  deficiencies  were  found  and  corrected  as  part  of  a  periodic  Coast  Guard  inspec- 
tion, no  Reports  of  Violation  were  submitted.  Based  on  these  facts,  compliance  with 
the  commercial  vessel  safety  program  in  the  2nd  District  appears  to  be  commensu- 
rate with  that  experienced  on  similar  vessels  in  other  Districts. 

In  addition,  in  FY92,  248  Reports  of  Violation  were  submitted  as  a  result  of  defi- 
ciencies discovered  during  routine  operational  inspections.  These  included  petrole- 
um transfer  operations  or  the  investigation  of  pollution  incidents.  These  Reports  of 
Violation  resulted  in  12  Letters  of  Warning  and  $36,825.78  collected  as  civil  penalty 
assessments,  to  date. 

SECOND  COAST  GUARD  DISTRICT 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  How  much  is  currently  allocated,  fiscal  year  1992 
and  fiscal  year  1993,  to  Marine  Safety  and  Marine  Environmental 
Protection  in  the  Second  Coast  Guard  District?  How  much  is  budg- 
eted for  these  activities  in  fiscal  year  1994?  How  many  Coast  Guard 
personnel  are  assigned  to  these  activities? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  funding  levels  represent  total  allocations  (independent  of  personnel 
costs)  for  all  Marine  Safety  and  Marine  Environmental  Protection  activities  in  the 
Second  Coast  Guard  District: 

[In  miluons  of  dolxars] 

Fiscal  year:  Amount 

1992 1.036 

1993 1.106 

1994  (planned) 1.086 

In  fiscal  year  1993  there  was  a  total  of  183  personnel  assigned  to  these  activities. 
Total  personnel  costs  are  estimated  at  $7.39M. 
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Mr.  DuRBiN.  How  much  is  included  in  the  Coast  Guard's  AC&I 
budget  to  address  the  equipment  needs  of  the  Second  Coast  Guard 
District? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No  funds  are  included  in  the  FY94  AC&I  budget  request  for  pollution  response 
equipment.  $750,000  of  the  $14  million  appropriated  in  FY91  for  pre-positioned  pol- 
lution response  equipment  has  been  used  to  outfit  the  Marine  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Equipment  Pre-Staged  Site  in  St.  Louis.  This  site,  one  of  19  sites  Coast 
Guard  wide,  will  consist  of  one  Vessel  of  Opportunity  Skimming  System  (VOSS),  two 
28,000  gallon  capacity  inflatable  oil  recovery  barges,  two  oil  transfer  pumping  sys- 
tems and  5,000  feet  of  42  inch  foam-filled  boom.  The  equipment  will  be  staged  on 
four  low-bed  trailers  for  immediate  response.  All  equipment  except  for  one  barge 
will  be  delivered  by  1  June  1993.  The  second  barge  will  be  delivered  in  January 
1994. 

R&D  ON  POLLUTION  PREVENTION  AND  CLEANUP 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  How  does  the  Coast  Guard's  Research  and  Develop- 
ment budget  address  the  unique  problems  of  preventing  and  clean- 
ing up  oil  and  hazardous  chemical  spills  on  our  Nation's  inland  wa- 
terways? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  currently  conducting  research  and  development  (R&D)  in  sev- 
eral areas  to  address  pollution  prevention  and  pollution  clean-up  problems.  Many  of 
our  R&D  projects  are  applicable  to  both  coastal  and  inland  waterways  and  several 
are  applicable  to  inland  waterways  only. 

For  prevention,  our  Waterways  Safety  and  Management  project  is  a  comprehen- 
sive, systems-level  analysis  of  the  impact  of  future  navigation  issues  and  emerging 
technologies  on  marine  navigation  safety  and  transportation  efficiency.  Key  ele- 
ments include:  developing  more  reliable  and  conspicuous  Short  Range  Aids  to  Navi- 
gation; evaluation  of  traffic  management  decision-making  for  high  risk  areas;  inves- 
tigating and  developing  new  Vessel  Traffic  Services  (VTS)  processes  and  information 
dissemination  techniques;  developing  methods  for  ship-to-ship  and  ship-to- VTS  infor- 
mation exchange  and  processing;  continuing  to  investigate  and  develop  integrated 
navigation  systems  for  ships  and  electronic  chart  display  and  information  systems 
for  ship  and  shore  facilities.  The  primary  goal  of  this  long  term  effort  is  improving 
marine  navigation  safety,  efficiency,  and  effectiveness  in  U.S.  waterways.  We  have 
also  investigated  structural  design  criteria  considerations  for  preventing/ minimizing 
oil  discharges  using  double  hull  tanker  designs,  alternatives  to  double  hulls,  and  on- 
board self-help  repair  and  oil  boom  systems. 

For  clean-up  we  are  evaluating  a  new  generation  of  "high  current"  booms  and 
skimmers  for  use  in  inland  waterways.  Several  other  ongoing  projects  are  equally 
applicable  to  both  coastal  and  inland  waters,  such  as  improved  oil-water  separators. 
Also,  the  Coast  Guard  is  developing  "oil  and  hazardous  substance  transportation 
risk  assessment"  models  for  inland  and  coastal  waterways  that  will  enable  the 
Coast  Guard  to  better  deploy  resources  to  respond  to  spills. 

COMMERCIAL  VESSEL  SAFETY  REGULATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel  Safety  Act 
mandated  the  promulgation  of  regulations  requiring  that  commer- 
cial fishing  vessels  meet  certain  design  through  training  and  on- 
board safety  requirements. 

What  is  the  compliance  rate  with  these  safety  regulations? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  promulgated  these  regulations,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  a  sequence,  first  for  the  larger  vessels,  and  have 
under  consideration  now — we  have  published  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking — requirements  for  smaller  vessels. 

We  are  embarking  on  a  program  of  education  for  these  vessels.  I 
would  have  to  provide  for  the  record  the  exact  level  of  compliance. 
But  we  have  taken  the  approach  of  education,  working  through  the 
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industry,  using  the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary  to  do  no-fault,  dock-side 
inspections. 

And,  of  course,  when  we  board  the  vessels,  we  inspect  them.  We 
are  mainly  talking  about  requirements  for  lifesaving  devices,  fire- 
fighting  equipment,  electronic  position  indicating  radio  beacons, 
which  have  been  in  effect  since  September  of  1991. 

I  can  give  you  some  statistics.  We  boarded  at  sea  7,673  fishing 
vessels  in  fiscal  year  1992.  We  had  943  safety  regulation  violations. 
And,  we  had  117  terminations.  In  other  words,  the  voyage  was  ter- 
minated; the  vessel  had  to  go  back  to  port. 

Under  the  voluntary  dock-side  examination,  again,  for  fiscal  year 
1992,  we  had  3,632  that  were  done.  And  of  those,  1,661  resulted  in 
decals  being  issued  to  indicate  they  passed  this  examination. 

We  think  we  are  making  significant  strides  in  improving  the 
safety  of  fishing  vessels  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Carr.  Similarly,  in  1989,  a  NTSB  safety  study  raised  con- 
cerns about  the  adequacy  of  port  marine  fire  contingency  plans. 
Apparently  the  problem  is  that  a  ship  tied  up  at  a  port  can  have 
an  on-board  fire  and  the  inability  to  have  good  firefighting  equip- 
ment, training  at  the  port. 

Has  the  Coast  Guard  looked  at  that  study?  And  maybe  you  can 
give  us  a  few  words  on  what  actions  the  Coast  Guard  has  taken  or 
is  likely  to  take  to  remedy  this  situation. 

Admiral  Kime.  Our  captains  of  the  port  work  very  closely  with 
the  port  authorities,  port  administrations,  the  shipping  community, 
the  firefighting  community  and  all  the  ports  in  developing  emer- 
gency response  plans  to  vessel  fires,  and  Coast  Guard  assets  that 
are  in  the  port  are  available  for  utilization. 

However,  it  is  not  a  Coast  Guard  responsibility  or  mission  to  pro- 
vide primary  firefighting  resources  in  the  various  ports.  That  is  a 
responsibility  of  the  local  port.  We  will  work  with  them,  advising 
them  on  the  type  of  equipment,  et  cetera. 

I  think  that  the  only  time  the  Coast  Guard  has  provided  direct 
firefighting  support  to  a  particular  port  is  when  directed  to  by  the 
Congress.  I  think  that  initiative  is  one  of  the  ones  that  we  talked 
about  yesterday.  It  is  on  your  list. 

CRUISE  SHIP  SAFETY 

Mr.  Carr.  The  safety  board  has  also  been  concerned  about  the 
adequacy  of  safety  on  cruise  ships  and  concerned  about  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  Coast  Guard's  oversight  of  those  cruise  ships 
because  most  of  the  cruise  ships  operating  out  of  the  U.S.  are  for- 
eign-flag vessels. 

What  is  the  status  of  the  Coast  Guard's  response  to  the  safety 
board's  recommendation  of  the  cruise  ships? 

Admiral  Kime.  Let  me  say  what  we  do  for  these  vessels,  because 
we  have  the  same  concerns,  Mr.  Chairman.  Of  the  hundreds  of 
cruise  vessels  that  are  in  service  now,  only  two  fly  the  U.S.  flag 
and  about  85  percent  of  the  passengers  on  these  vessels  are  U.S. 
citizens,  not  all  departing  from  the  United  States.  But  nevertheless, 
the  Coast  Guard  has  had  a  program  in  place  for  a  long  time  to 
strengthen  the  international  safety  requirements  for  these  vessels. 
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Many  of  the  recommendations  from  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  have  been  taken  to  the  International  Maritime  Orga- 
nization. And,  we  have  had  an  outstanding  record  of  success  in  get- 
ting these  safety  requirements  adopted  and  mandated  in  treaties — 
not  only  for  new  vessels  but  in  many  cases,  retroactively  as  well. 

Let  me  tell  you  how  we  enforce  these.  We  do  a  plan  review  of 
new  cruise  ships — and  by  "new,"  I  mean  ones  coming  into  the 
United  States  for  the  first  time — to  see  if  they  are  in  compliance 
with  SOLAS,  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea  Convention.  We  do  a  control 
verification  exam  at  their  first  entrance  into  the  United  States. 
This  can  take  several  days.  This  is  before  any  U.S.  passengers  are 
carried. 

We  received  legislation  last  year  that  enables  us  to  send  our 
people,  at  the  owner's  expense  overseas,  to  inspect  these  vessels 
during  construction  at  particular  periods  of  time  to  make  sure  they 
are,  in  fact,  in  compliance.  Obviously,  after  the  fact  it  is  more  diffi- 
cult to  check.  Then  all  discrepancies  have  to  be  corrected. 

In  addition  to  that,  every  three  months  we  go  aboard  and  do  an- 
other verification.  Drills  are  held.  Fire  drills  are  held.  Inspections 
are  conducted.  And  then  a  more  thorough  inspection  is  done.  Con- 
trol verification  is  conducted  every  year  on  these  particular  vessels. 
If,  in  fact,  the  vessels  are  found  not  to  meet  requirements,  they  are 
not  allowed  to  sail.  Cruises  have  been  canceled.  We  are  not  looked 
at  very  favorably  on  that. 

One  of  the  criticisms  we  have  recently  gotten  is  when  we  go 
aboard  a  vessel  and  find  a  discrepancy,  if  they  have  been  corrected 
on  the  spot,  we  have  not  been  entering  it  into  our  data  system.  We 
think  that  is  a  valid  criticism,  and  we  are  taking  steps  to  correct 
that. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  times  has  somebody  taken  you  up  on  the 
offer  to  send  someone,  at  their  own  expense,  to  the  shipyard? 

Admiral  Kime.  Several  times.  And  many  of  the  passenger  vessels 
that  are  being  built  right  now  are  being  built  in  Italy,  in  Genoa. 

In  fact,  I  was  in  Italy  and  in  Genoa  about  11  months  ago  and  met 
with  all  of  the  owners  and  builders  of  ships  there.  The  Italian  Gov- 
ernment, and  also  their  classification  society,  had  talked  about 
this.  This  was  really  their  initiative  as  much  as  ours.  So  they  are 
very  supportive  of  this.  It  is  much  easier  to  correct  a  problem  when 
it  is  on  a  piece  of  paper.  You  can  take  a  pencil  and  erase  the  line 
and  redraw  it  and  do  it  differently  than  when  you  have  got  it  into 
steel  and  other  construction  materials.  So  they  are  supportive  of 
that.  I  think  it  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  Carr.  Apparently  IMO  met  in  December  to  make  some 
changes  in  their  safety  regulations? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  changes  did  they  make? 

Admiral  Kime.  They  adopted  some  amendments  to  SOLAS  in- 
volving requirements  for  sprinkler  systems. 

For  a  long  time,  there  was  an  argument  of  what  is  the  best  way 
to  prevent  a  fire  aboard  a  ship,  install  incombustible  materials  or 
install  a  sprinkler  system  to  put  out  the  fire  once  the  combustible 
materials  ignite. 

I  think  now  we  recognize  both  are  necessary.  Hose  ports  and  fire 
doors  are  being  required.  In  other  words,  you  subdivide  a  vessel 
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both  for  flooding  and  for  fire,  and  once  you  close  a  door,  you  can't 
get  a  hose  through.  Now  special  hose  ports  have  been  required,  as 
well  as  some  centralized  indicators  and  remote  operation  capabili- 
ties of  fire  protection  systems.  As  a  result  of  what  happened,  we 
are  going  to  be  able  to  close  eight  recommendations  from  the  Na- 
tional Transportation  Safety  Board.  And  this  effort  is  continuing. 

Mr.  Carr.  Eight  out  of  how  many? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  don't  know  exactly  how  many  the  NTSB  has 
had.  We  closed  a  good  number  of  these  in  the  past.  And 

Mr.  Carr.  Maybe  you  could  supply  that  for  the  record. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  could  supply  that.  I  think  we  ought  to  get  to  the 
bottom  line  on  this,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  completed  action  on  17  of  23  recommendations  for  foreign 
flag  passenger  vessels  resulting  from  the  NTSB's  Passenger  Vessel  Safety  Study 
published  on  October  11,  1989.  Action  is  underway  on  the  remaining  six  recommen- 
dations. 

Admiral  Kime.  There  was  also  concern  by  NTSB  that  perhaps 
the  Coast  Guard,  the  U.S.,  should  act  unilaterally  to  enforce  regu- 
lations on  these  vessels.  That  would  be  extremely  resource  inten- 
sive. We  would  have  to  do  a  detailed  review  of  plans,  have  inspec- 
tors in  the  yards  where  they  are  being  built,  do  detailed  inspec- 
tions. 

If  we  do  that,  what  we  are  doing  is,  if  not  contrary  to  interna- 
tional law,  contrary  to  the  treaties  we  are  party  to.  We  would  be 
allowing  the  people  that  have  the  real  responsibility — that  is,  the 
builder,  the  owner,  the  flag  state,  the  operator — to  not  enforce 
these  treaties. 

What  we  have  chosen  to  do  is  to  take  a  strict  enforcement  stand- 
ard, increase  international  standards  and  do  a  very  close  monitor- 
ing. I  think  that  is  really  the  way  to  go. 

CRUISE  SHIP  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  month  the  GAO  issued  a  report  recommending 
stronger  oversight  of  cruise  ship  safety.  Have  you  had  a  response  to 
that  report? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  got  that  report  on  the  9th  of  April,  and  we 
are  in  the  process  of  reviewing  it.  We  have  60  days  to  do  it.  We 
have  to  submit  an  answer  by  the  7th  of  June.  There  are  numerous 
recommendations.  I  am  prepared  to  address  any  one  of  them  that 
you  would  like  to  now,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  prefer  not  to  submit 
something  for  the  record  until  we  have  made  our  review  because  I 
am  preempting  the  Secretary  of  Transportation.  Our  work  has  not 
been  done.  Anj^thing  I  would  say  today  would  be  our  first  reaction 
to  what  we  just  received  about  two  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Carr.  Unless  you  have  something  in  an  overview  sense,  I 
think  we  will 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  say,  in  general,  we  are  in  basic  agree- 
ment with  many  of  the  recommendations.  I  think  a  great  deal 
more  progress  has  perhaps  been  made  than  is  indicated  by  some  of 
the  recommendations.  But  I  think  we  have  worked  very  closely 
with  the  GAO  in  the  development  of  this  report,  and  we  will  be 
pleased  to  provide  you  with  answers. 
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CRUISE  SHIP  INSPECTION  RECORDS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  GAO  found  that  many  of  your  inspectors  were  not 
recording  the  results  of  their  inspections.  In  one  case,  116  deficien- 
cies were  found  during  an  inspection,  and  none  of  them  was  record- 
ed. Should  they  have  been? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  GAO  Report  does  not  state  that  116  deficiencies  were  not  recorded,  but  rather 
that  they  were  identified  by  the  marine  inspector  but  not  entered  in  the  Marine 
Safety  Information  System  (MSIS).  These  deficiencies  were  recorded  on  a  worklist 
which  is  part  of  the  vessel's  inspection  record  kept  at  the  local  marine  safety  office. 
The  reason  these  deficiencies  were  not  entered  into  the  MSIS  is  because  they  were 
all  corrected  by  the  vessel  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  examination. 

At  the  time  this  examination  was  conducted,  it  was  standard  operating  procedure 
for  Coast  Guard  marine  inspectors  to  only  enter  outstanding  deficiencies  (deficien- 
cies not  corrected  at  the  completion  of  the  examination)  into  the  MSIS  in  order  to 
alert  Officers  in  Charge,  Marine  Inspection  (OCMI)  at  other  ports  of  vessels  which 
did  not  complete  examination  requirements.  If  another  OCMI  wanted  to  know  how 
many  deficiencies  were  found  at  a  previous  examination,  he  could  conduct  the 
OCMI  at  the  previous  port  and  receive  this  information.  Entering  of  cleared  defi- 
ciencies (especially  116)  would  have  been  an  extremely  time  consuming  process. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  developing  a  new  MSIS  product  set  which  will  record  deficien- 
cies which  were  found  and  corrected  during  an  examination.  This  product  set  will 
be  more  user  friendly  and  track  deficiencies  by  category  such  as  lifesaving,  firefight- 
ing,  etc. 

MARINE  SAFETY  NETWORK  RELIABILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  confidence  can  we  have  in  databases  such 
as  the  Marine  Safety  Network  if  inspectors  don't  take  the  time  to 
record  vital  case  history  information? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Inspectors  do  take  the  time  to  record  vital  case  history  information.  All  outstand- 
ing requirements  found  during  control  verification  examinations  are  entered  into 
the  Marine  Safety  Information  System  (MSIS).  Vessels  having  bad  inspection  histo- 
ries (numerous  outstanding  deficiencies)  can  easily  be  identified  in  the  MSIS  data- 
base. 

Our  present  policy  has  been  not  to  record  all  deficiencies  that  are  cleared  prior  to 
the  completion  of  a  control  verification  examination  due  to  the  excessive  time 
needed  to  enter  all  the  data  in  MSIS.  The  Coast  Guard  is  developing  a  new  MSIS 
product  set  which  will  record  such  deficiencies  more  readily.  This  new  product  set 
will  be  user  friendly  and  allow  the  Coast  Guard  to  analyze  deficiencies  found  during 
examinations  by  categories  such  as  lifesaving,  firefighting,  and  structural  fire  pro- 
tection. The  MSIS  will  also  continue  to  record  outstanding  deficiencies  as  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  percentage  of  the  inspections  on  cruise  ships  are 
surprise  inspections? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  that  most  of  the  inspections  that  we  do 
are  scheduled  inspections.  If  we  have  reason  to  believe  that  there  is 
something  wrong,  of  course  we  would  go  down  and  look  at  a  vessel. 

But  to  do  the  kinds  of  inspections  we  want  to  do,  preparations 
have  to  be  made  and  sometimes  equipment  has  to  be  pulled  down 
to  make  a  vessel  ready  for  inspection. 

The  kinds  of  things  we  are  talking  about  aren't  things  that  could 
be  covered  over  with  a  coat  of  paint.  We  are  talking  about  the  gen- 
eral condition  of  the  vessel  and  its  safety  systems. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  any  kind — in  the  industry,  is  there  any  kind 
of  risk-based  sea  worthiness  rating  system  that  would  allow  people 
to  have  a  comparative  measure  between  vessels  in  terms  of  safety? 

Admiral  Kime.  Are  you  talking  about  passenger  vessels  only  or 
all  vessels? 
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Mr.  Carr.  Well,  you  start  with  passenger.  But  I  would  assume 
that  you  would  want  to  do  it  for  all  vessels.  We  have  talked  about 
some  right  here.  You  have  talked  about  the  experience  with  the 
bulk  carriers  and  on  certain  construction  and  a  certain  profile,  that 
you  would  assume  there  would  be  a  higher  risk  there.  Shippers 
probably  ought  to  have  some  of  this  information,  too. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  Let  me  talk  about  requirements  for  vessels. 
They  are  all  required  to  meet  international  treaties — conventions 
on  safety,  pollution  prevention,  carrying  of  radio  operators  or  the 
equivalent,  and  other  areas. 

And  the  responsibility,  as  I  say,  rests  with  the  owner,  with  the 
builder,  classification  society,  and  flag  state.  It  is  monitored  by  port 
states.  And,  there  is  responsibility  to  the  insurance  companies. 
They  have  been  rather  lax  in  what  they  have  done  in  the  past. 

I  think  with  passenger  vessels,  we  are  looking  at  very  generally, 
very  responsible  operators.  If  I  had  to  classify  ships,  I  would  say 
passenger  vessels  were  near  the  top  along  with  tankers  operated  by 
some  of  the  major  oil  companies  and  some  of  the  major  independ- 
ents. That  doesn't  mean  there  aren't  substandard  ships  around — 
and  this  is  what  we  are  looking  at. 

That  is  why  this  meeting  is  taking  place  today  in  London  and  all 
this  week  in  London.  That  is  why  the  classification  societies  are  im- 
plementing ISO  9000.  That  is  why  IMO  has  produced  a  guideline 
on  quality  management.  That  is  why  we  are  going  to  pay  attention 
to  that. 

Right  now  shipping  companies  chartering  vessels  do  inspect 
them.  They  do  rank  them.  They  do  grade  them.  They  do  indicate 
some  vessels  that  they  will  not  charter.  By  the  same  token,  insur- 
ance companies  are  now  putting  more  of  a  sliding  scale  on  their 
insurance  rates,  in  fact  not  insuring  some  vessels  based  on  their 
condition,  something  in  the  past  they  have  not  done. 

If  you  own  a  car,  your  rate  of  insurance  depends  on  the  size  of 
the  car,  how  much  you  drive  it,  where  you  drive  it,  whether  you 
are  male  or  female,  whether  you  are  married  or  not.  Well,  that 
wasn't  being  done  for  ships.  That  is  being  done  more  and  more 
these  days. 

So  what  we  are  working  on  now  is,  since  most  of  this  is  proprie- 
tary information,  to  get  more  of  a  sharing  of  this  information.  The 
Coast  Guard,  through  the  Marine  Safety  Information  System, 
maintains  a  record  of  vessels,  their  inspection  history,  the  defects 
that  we  found,  the  actions  we  have  taken.  When  any  vessel  is 
scheduled,  he  has  to  give  us  24  hours  notice  of  arrival  into  the 
United  States.  We  look  at  that  vessel,  and  we  determine  whether 
we  are  going  to  board  it. 

If  10  vessels  are  coming  into  the  Port  of  Baltimore,  we  run  those 
through  the  computer  the  night  before,  and  decide  which  ones  we 
want  to  board:  those  who  haven't  been  boarded  in  a  year;  or  those, 
perhaps,  who  have  a  bad  history;  or  those  aboard  which  we  want  to 
look  at  a  cargo  transfer  operation. 

SOLAS  INTERPRETATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  indicated  last  year  that  enforcement 
of  the  IMO  safety  standards  is  sometimes  difficult  because  what 
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you  consider  a  violation  might  not  be  considered  one  by  the  Nation 
of  Registry  due  to  different  interpretations  of  SOLAS.  How  serious 
a  problem  is  this,  and  is  there  a  process  whereby  an  impartial 
third  party  can  render  a  quick  and  binding  interpretation,  similar 
to  binding  arbitration? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Interpretations  of  SOLAS  by  different  flag  states  is  a  serious  problem.  Many  areas 
in  the  SOLAS  convention  allow  standards  "to  the  satisfaction  of  the  administra- 
tion." The  Coast  Guard  spends  a  significant  amount  of  time  developing  the  U.S.  in- 
terpretations and  evaluating  interpretations  from  other  flag  states. 

In  order  to  resolve  this  problem,  the  U.S.  was  instrumental  in  establishing  a  new 
IMO  Subcommittee  on  "Flag  State  Implementation."  In  addition,  the  U.S.  has  sub- 
mitted a  paper  to  this  subcommittee  to  develop  standards  for  classification  societies 
and  flag  states. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  initiated  a  pilot  program  with  Registro  Italiano  Navale 
(RINA)  in  which  RINA  will  review  plans  for  vessels  which  intend  to  operate  out  of 
the  U.S.  using  the  U.S.  SOLAS  interpretations.  This  way  interpretive  problems  can 
be  identified  early  and  quickly  resolved.  If  this  program  proves  successful  the  Coast 
Guard  may  extend  it  to  other  classification  societies. 

When  an  interpretive  problem  is  found  during  the  concept  review  or  plan  review 
process,  a  meeting  is  held  between  the  Coast  Guard  and  the  vessel  representatives 
(owner,  class  society,  naval  architect)  and  a  decision  is  made  by  the  Coast  Guard  as 
to  its  acceptability.  This  decision  is  binding.  If  an  interpretive  problem  is  found 
during  an  actual  examination  the  decision  is  made  by  the  local  Officer  in  Charge, 
Marine  Inspection.  If  the  owner  is  not  satisfied  with  this  decision  he  may  appeal  it 
to  Coast  Guard  Headquarters  where  that  decision  is  final.  This  system  operates  in  a 
timely  manner.  In  order  to  obtain  world  wide  consensus,  problems  identified  as  in- 
terpretive issues  are  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  appropriate  IMO  subcommit- 
tees. This  process  has  worked  satisfactorily.  An  arbitration  system  as  suggested  is 
not  considered  appropriate  for  this  program. 

VESSEL  TRAFFIC  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  let's  turn  to  Marine  Environmental  Protec- 
tion. 

The  Coast  Guard  requests  more  funds  every  year  for  the  con- 
struction, operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  VTS  system.  And  I 
think  we  ought  to  ask  the  baseline  question:  Why  should  the  Feder- 
al Government  be  funding  this? 

It  is  in  the  nature  of  local  areas  pay  for  their  ports  and  local 
areas  pay  for  the  local  traffic  signals.  Why  should  the  Federal  tax- 
payer be  footing  the  bill  for  the  VTS  system? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  also  an  old  chestnut,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
has  been  around  for  a  long  time.  It  has  been  determined  in  previ- 
ous reviews  by  previous  administrations  that  the  operation  of  the 
vessel  traffic  system  is  inherently  a  government  function.  I  know 
that  is  not  true  in  all  ports  in  Europe,  such  as  Amsterdam  and  Rot- 
terdam. In  those  ports,  vessel  traffic  systems  are  in  there,  for  the 
most  part,  to  smooth  the  flow  of  traffic.  The  vessel  traffic  systems 
we  are  looking  at  are  for  safety  considerations,  protecting  the  gen- 
eral public,  and  also  for  environmental  protection. 

One  thing  that  is  of  great  concern  is  the  liability  that  accrues  to 
a  civilian  operation  or  a  state  government  operating  a  vessel  traffic 
system.  That  prevented  private  operation  when  we  tried  to  close 
the  VTS  system  back  in  about  the  early  1980s  in  San  Francisco  and 
privatize  that.  That  stood  in  its  way.  This  is  an  issue  of  concern 
also. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  you  budgeting  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  VTS  systems  for  this  year  and  next  year. 


Base  (1993) 

1994  request 

1,180 

476 

62 

0 

671 

0 

361 

176 

1,691 

100 

176 

546 
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Admiral  Kime.  I  would  have  to  get  that  number  for  the  record.  It 
is  in  the  data  we  submitted  to  the  committee  as  part  of  the  budget 
summary,  I  believe. 

Are  you  talking  operating  expenses?  Yes.  I  can  get  that  informa- 
tion for  you,  and  make  it  VTS  specific. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  Operations  &  Maintenance  (O&M)  base  informa- 
tion for  FY93  and  O&M  FY94  request  by  VTS  unit: 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year 
VTS 

New  York 

Berwick  Bay 

Houston/Galveston 

San  Francisco 

Puget  Sound 

Prince  William  Sound 

Totals 4,141  1,298 

In  addition,  two  other  VTS  units  at  Louisville,  KY  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  MI  have 
no  separately  identifiable  O&M  base,  because  they  use  standard  command  and  con- 
trol equipment  located  within  their  parent  commands,  MSO  Louisville  and  Group 
Sault  Ste.  Marie. 

VTS  CONTROL 

Mr.  Carr.  There  has  been  some  issue  over  the  years  about  the 
fact  that  the  Coast  Guard  VTS  stations  provide  advisory  services 
but  they  don't  directly  order  vessels  to  change  course,  speed,  even 
though,  apparently,  that  is  authorized  by  the  Ports  and  Waterways 
Safety  Act  of  1972.  You  could  do  it  if  you  wanted  to,  somewhat 
analogous  to  the  air  traffic  control  system  where  an  air  traffic  con- 
troller says,  turn  right,  you  better  turn  right  10  degrees  otherwise 
you  got  to  explain  and  file  a  bunch  of  reports  if  you  don't  explain  it 
right  away. 

Why  doesn't  the  Coast  Guard  maintain  more  positive  control? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  looked  at  that,  and  VTS  participation  is 
now  going  to  be  mandatory.  We  have  also  looked  at  the  question  of, 
should  we  provide  the  kinds  of  control  that  you  talk  about.  That  is 
a  lot  different  for  ships  than  it  is  for  aircraft  because  of  the  maneu- 
verability of  an  aircraft,  the  ability  to  provide  surveillance  for  an 
aircraft  and  the  judgment  factors  that  have  to  come  into  play.  We 
have  the  authority  to  require  that.  Where  it  is  necessary,  we  have 
the  authority  to  bring  a  vessel  to  anchor. 

We  have  authority  to  close  a  waterway,  to  impose  speed  restric- 
tions if  we  have  to.  But  so  far,  in  the  review  of  that,  we  haven't 
seen  positive  control  as  a  necessary  requirement.  We  think  there  is 
enough  difference  between  aircraft  and  ships  there  and  it  has  been 
looked  at. 

It  will  continue  to  be  looked  at,  but  right  now  we  are  coming 
down  on  the  side  that  this  should  not  be  done. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  area  of  oil  spills,  some  Members  of  Con- 
gress  
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Admiral  Kime.  That  is  something  that,  as  I  say,  is  being  re- 
viewed again.  And  we  will  be  coming  forward  to  the  Congress  with 
a  more  detailed  report  that  has  been  mandated  on  whether  we 
should  do  that. 

OIL  SPILL  CLEANUP  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  area  of  oil  spills,  some  Members  of  Congress — 
and  not,  particularly,  this  one — apparently  disagree  with  your  pro- 
posed rulemaking  which  requires  seagoing  vessels  to  carry  oil  spill 
cleanup  equipment  sufficient  only  to  address  on-board  oil  spills. 

These  Members  of  Congress  claim  that  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of 
1990  intended  that  oil  spill  response  equipment  be  carried  for  on- 
water  clean  up,  including  booms  and  skimmers  and  the  rest. 

Can  you  explain  this  issue  to  us  and  tell  us  what  led  you  to  the 
particular  rulemaking  that  you  are  proposing  and  maybe  a  little 
bit  about  the  effectiveness  of  some  of  these  systems? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  an  ongoing  rulemaking,  Mr.  Chairman.  This 
was  also  the  subject  of  an  advanced  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking, 
a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  a  red  flag,  a  negotiated  regula- 
tion, the  first  time  the  Coast  Guard  has  ever  done  that,  and  also 
several  public  meetings.  It  has  been  looked  at  very  carefully. 

I  think  what  we  are  looking  at  is  the  effectiveness:  Does  equip- 
ment exist?  And  can  it  be  deployed?  Is  it  going  to  be  effective?  I 
think,  basically,  everyone  looking  at  the  problem  recognizes  that 
you  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  take  people  off  a  vessel  after  an  oil 
spill.  Those  people  are  going  to  be  employed  in  other  ways. 

We  look  at  the  Exxon  Valdez,  for  example,  as  a  major  catastro- 
phe with  11.2  million  gallons  of  oil  spilled.  What  people  don't  real- 
ize is  the  salvage  efforts  by  the  Coast  Guard  and  Exxon  saved  an- 
other 40  million  gallons  from  spilling.  And  it  is  inherently  danger- 
ous to  put  someone  over  the  side  of  a  vessel  where  they  have  to  go 
down  50  feet,  where  there  is  oil,  a  hazardous  situation. 

If  you  are  out  in  a  seaway,  the  effectiveness  of  the  equipment 
that  we  think  is  available  right  now  is  almost  nil.  The  effectiveness 
of  a  boom  that  you  could  deploy  from  a  ship — people  are  talking 
about  things  such  as  a  remote  controlled  effort  to  string  out 
boom — well,  a  harbor  boom,  you  would  need  a  remote  vehicle  with 
about  50  horsepower.  That  could  be  a  jet  ski.  If  you  are  going  to 
put  an  ocean  going  boom,  you  need  something  like  5,000  horsepow- 
er to  maneuver. 

Now,  there  is  some  disagreement  as  to  whether  or  not  this  equip- 
ment exists.  I  have  spent  about  an  hour  discussing  before  the  Mer- 
chant Marine  and  Fisheries  full  committee  several  weeks  ago,  this 
issue.  I  have  decided  that  I  am  going  to  work  with  that  committee 
to  see  if  we  can  ask  any  people  who  claim  they  have  this  equip- 
ment to  come  forward,  present  it  to  us,  and  demonstrate  it  before 
we  make — in  my  view — any  firm  requirement  for  its  carriage,  dem- 
onstrate its  availability  and  its  effectiveness.  I  think  that  is  a  good 
way  to  approach  this  issue. 

OIL  SPILL  LIABILITY  TRUST  FUND 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  current  unobligated  balance  in  the  Oil 
Spill  Liability  Trust  Fund? 


Base  (1993) 

1994  request 

1,180 

476 

62 

0 

671 

0 

361 

176 

1,691 

100 
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Admiral  Kime.  I  would  have  to  get  that  number  for  the  record.  It 
is  in  the  data  we  submitted  to  the  committee  as  part  of  the  budget 
summary,  I  believe. 

Are  you  talking  operating  expenses?  Yes.  I  can  get  that  informa- 
tion for  you,  and  make  it  VTS  specific. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  Operations  &  Maintenance  (O&M)  base  informa- 
tion for  FY93  and  O&M  FY94  request  by  VTS  unit: 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year 
VTS 

New  York 

Berwick  Bay 

Houston/Galveston 

San  Francisco 

Puget  Sound 

Prince  William  Sound , 

Totals 4,141  1,298 

In  addition,  two  other  VTS  units  at  Louisville,  KY  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  MI  have 
no  separately  identifiable  O&M  base,  because  they  use  standard  command  and  con- 
trol equipment  located  within  their  parent  commands,  MSO  Louisville  and  Group 
Sault  Ste.  Marie. 

VTS  CONTROL 

Mr.  Carr.  There  has  been  some  issue  over  the  years  about  the 
fact  that  the  Coast  Guard  VTS  stations  provide  advisory  services 
but  they  don't  directly  order  vessels  to  change  course,  speed,  even 
though,  apparently,  that  is  authorized  by  the  Ports  and  Waterways 
Safety  Act  of  1972.  You  could  do  it  if  you  wanted  to,  somewhat 
analogous  to  the  air  traffic  control  system  where  an  air  traffic  con- 
troller says,  turn  right,  you  better  turn  right  10  degrees  otherwise 
you  got  to  explain  and  file  a  bunch  of  reports  if  you  don't  explain  it 
right  away. 

Why  doesn't  the  Coast  Guard  maintain  more  positive  control? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  looked  at  that,  and  VTS  participation  is 
now  going  to  be  mandatory.  We  have  also  looked  at  the  question  of, 
should  we  provide  the  kinds  of  control  that  you  talk  about.  That  is 
a  lot  different  for  ships  than  it  is  for  aircraft  because  of  the  maneu- 
verability of  an  aircraft,  the  ability  to  provide  surveillance  for  an 
aircraft  and  the  judgment  factors  that  have  to  come  into  play.  We 
have  the  authority  to  require  that.  Where  it  is  necessary,  we  have 
the  authority  to  bring  a  vessel  to  anchor. 

We  have  authority  to  close  a  waterway,  to  impose  speed  restric- 
tions if  we  have  to.  But  so  far,  in  the  review  of  that,  we  haven't 
seen  positive  control  as  a  necessary  requirement.  We  think  there  is 
enough  difference  between  aircraft  and  ships  there  and  it  has  been 
looked  at. 

It  will  continue  to  be  looked  at,  but  right  now  we  are  coming 
down  on  the  side  that  this  should  not  be  done. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  area  of  oil  spills,  some  Members  of  Con- 
gress  
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Admiral  Kime.  That  is  something  that,  as  I  say,  is  being  re- 
viewed again.  And  we  will  be  coming  forward  to  the  Congress  with 
a  more  detailed  report  that  has  been  mandated  on  whether  we 
should  do  that. 

OIL  SPILL  CLEANUP  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  area  of  oil  spills,  some  Members  of  Congress — 
and  not,  particularly,  this  one — apparently  disagree  with  your  pro- 
posed rulemaking  which  requires  seagoing  vessels  to  carry  oil  spill 
cleanup  equipment  sufficient  only  to  address  on-board  oil  spills. 

These  Members  of  Congress  claim  that  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of 
1990  intended  that  oil  spill  response  equipment  be  carried  for  on- 
water  clean  up,  including  booms  and  skimmers  and  the  rest. 

Can  you  explain  this  issue  to  us  and  tell  us  what  led  you  to  the 
particular  rulemaking  that  you  are  proposing  and  maybe  a  little 
bit  about  the  effectiveness  of  some  of  these  systems? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  an  ongoing  rulemaking,  Mr.  Chairman.  This 
was  also  the  subject  of  an  advanced  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking, 
a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  a  red  flag,  a  negotiated  regula- 
tion, the  first  time  the  Coast  Guard  has  ever  done  that,  and  also 
several  public  meetings.  It  has  been  looked  at  very  carefully. 

I  think  what  we  are  looking  at  is  the  effectiveness:  Does  equip- 
ment exist?  And  can  it  be  deployed?  Is  it  going  to  be  effective?  I 
think,  basically,  everyone  looking  at  the  problem  recognizes  that 
you  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  take  people  off  a  vessel  after  an  oil 
spill.  Those  people  are  going  to  be  employed  in  other  ways. 

We  look  at  the  Exxon  Valdez,  for  example,  as  a  major  catastro- 
phe with  11.2  million  gallons  of  oil  spilled.  What  people  don't  real- 
ize is  the  salvage  efforts  by  the  Coast  Guard  and  Exxon  saved  an- 
other 40  million  gallons  from  spilling.  And  it  is  inherently  danger- 
ous to  put  someone  over  the  side  of  a  vessel  where  they  have  to  go 
down  50  feet,  where  there  is  oil,  a  hazardous  situation. 

If  you  are  out  in  a  seaway,  the  effectiveness  of  the  equipment 
that  we  think  is  available  right  now  is  almost  nil.  The  effectiveness 
of  a  boom  that  you  could  deploy  from  a  ship — people  are  talking 
about  things  such  as  a  remote  controlled  effort  to  string  out 
boom — well,  a  harbor  boom,  you  would  need  a  remote  vehicle  with 
about  50  horsepower.  That  could  be  a  jet  ski.  If  you  are  going  to 
put  an  ocean  going  boom,  you  need  something  like  5,000  horsepow- 
er to  maneuver. 

Now,  there  is  some  disagreement  as  to  whether  or  not  this  equip- 
ment exists.  I  have  spent  about  an  hour  discussing  before  the  Mer- 
chant Marine  and  Fisheries  full  committee  several  weeks  ago,  this 
issue.  I  have  decided  that  I  am  going  to  work  with  that  committee 
to  see  if  we  can  ask  any  people  who  claim  they  have  this  equip- 
ment to  come  forward,  present  it  to  us,  and  demonstrate  it  before 
we  make — in  my  view — any  firm  requirement  for  its  carriage,  dem- 
onstrate its  availability  and  its  effectiveness.  I  think  that  is  a  good 
way  to  approach  this  issue. 

OIL  SPILL  liability  TRUST  FUND 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  current  unobligated  balance  in  the  Oil 
Spill  Liability  Trust  Fund? 
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SECTION   6 


VESSEL   INFORMATION 


6.1       SUPPORT   BOAT 


6.1.1   Characteristics 


MSRC  has  coniracted  to  build  16  support  boats — one  support  boat  to  be  stationed  on 
each  of  the  sixteen  MSRC  OSRVs.   The  significant  characteristics  of  this  boat  include: 


32'  in  length  and  12'  beam 

Twin  engine:   Cat  3208TA,  315  HP  per  engine 

16.8  gal/hr.  @  full  throttle  (2600  rpm) 

10,000  lbs.  bollard  pull 

Speed  12  knots 

pilot  house  for  crew  of  3 

ability  to  operate  in  6-8  foot  seas 

endurance  is  12  hours  at  full  power 

twin  screw,  deep  rec  hull  type/liand  chine 


These  boats  can  be  used  in  multiple  spill  response  roles  such  as  boom  deployment, 
shuttle  services  for  supply  and  movement  of  employees,  etc.    They  are  designed  to  be  capable 
of  operating  in  the  following  environments  as  defined  in  the  Coast  Guard  NVIC  8-92:  open 
ocean,  offshore,  nearshore,  and  inland. 


6.1.2  Delivery    Date 

Support  Boat 
Georgia  OSRV 
Delaware  OSRV 
Louisiana  OSRV 
California  OSRV 
Pacific  OSRV 
Gulf  Coast  OSRV 
New  Jersey  OSRV 
Rorida  OSRV 


Projected 
iJei'Acr^  D.'iic 


(received) 

(received) 

(received) 

(received) 

(received) 

2/12/93 

(received; 
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Washington  OSRV 

(received) 

Texas  OSRV 

(received) 

Virginia  OSRV 

5/H93 

(received) 

Maine  OSRV 

J2/L4fi3 

(received) 

Oregon  OSRV 

W:\m 

(received) 

Carribcan  OSRV 

2aV92 

(received) 

Hawaii  OSRV 

"imm 

(received) 

Lone  Stiu  OSRV 

Vi&fii:i 

(received) 

Note:  Delivery  dates  arc  subject  to  change. 

6.2       OIL   SPILL    RECOVERY   VESSEL   (OSRV) 

6.2.1  Characteristics 

The  principle  recovery  vessel  for  MSKCis  the  OSRY.  Each  MSRC  OSRV  is  normally 
equipped  with  the  following  standard  oil  containment  and  recovery  devices:  one  (1)  32  foot 
support  boat;  one  (1)  Transrec  350;  one  (1)  Norwegian  Oil  Trawl  with  110  meters  of  boom 
with  bottom  nets  and  95  meters  of  guiding  boom,  and  2  sections  of  660  foot  Sea  Sentry  boom. 
There  arc  a  total  of  sixteen  (16)  vessels  constructed  (12  built  by  Trinity  and  4  built  by  Bender 
shipyards)  with  the  following  characteristics: 


Length  O.A. 

Depth 

Max.  Draft 

Freeboard  Design  Draft 

Beam 

Quarters 

Fuel  Capacity 

Fresh  Water  Capacity 

Recovered  Oil  C^pzcity 

CRT 

DWT 


Trinity 
208" -  5" 
17'  -  0" 
14'  -  0" 
3'  -  0" 
44'  -  0" 
38  Persons- 
112,890  Gals 
70,7.00  G.Tls 
4  OCQ  E5L5 
488.64  Tons 
1370.97  Light  Tons 


Bender 
210'  -  0" 
17'  -  0" 
14'  -  0" 
3'  -  0" 
45'  -  0" 
38  Persons 
105.168  Gals 
.~i3..'^44  Gal.'; 
d  r.Tf)  5BLS 

500  Tons 
1182.37  Light  Tons 


Each  OSRV  is  capable  of  operating  in  the  weather  conditions  defined  in  Coast  Guard 
guidance  for  the  offshore  environment;  however,  it  has  limitations  on  its  ability  to  work  in 
environments  where  water  depths  are  less  than  16  to  IS  feet  due  to  its  draft. 
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6.2.2  Delivery    dates 


Vessel  Name 
California  Rcspondcr 
Washington  Responder 
Pacific  Responder 
New  Jersey  Responder 
Florida  Responder 
Caribbean  Responder 
Hawaii  Responder 
Virginia  Responder 
Oregon  Rcspondcr 
Maine  Responder 
Delaware  Responder 
Georgia  Responder 
Gulf  Coast  Responder 
Louisiana  Rcspondcr 
Texas  Responder 
Lone  Star  Responder 


Vessel  Location 
Port  Hucncmc,  CA 
Everett,  WA 
San  Francisco,  CA 
Perth  Aniboy,  NJ 
Miami.  FL 
St.  Croix,  USVI 
Honolulu,  HI 
Norfolk.  VA 
Astoria,  OR 
Ponland,  ME 
unknown  (Del.  Bay) 
Savannah,  GA 
LaJcc  Charles,  LA 
Ft.  Jackson,  LA 
Galveston,  TX 
Pon  Aransas,  TX 


Projected 
Deliverv  Date 
(received) 
(received) 
(received) 
2/t«/93  5/27 
(received) 
5/W;^3(rece 

(received) 
2/2*93  (rece 

4/55/93  (rece 
2724793(fece 

5/29/93 
3?2^3(rece 

(received) 

2/2ii/93(rece 
6y9-l/93  5/21 
SnOf92  6/30 


Projected 
Operational  Date 

4/4/93 

3/5/93 

5/4/93 
/93     3/3ir93    6/18/93 

2/22/93 
ived)4/21/93 

5/24/93 
ived)3/7.7/93 

ived)6/6/93 
ived)3^7/93 

6/25/93 
ived)4/i8/93 

(operational) 
ived)3/18/93 
/93     *mm    6/7/93 
/93     5/31/93    7/19/93 


Note:  Delivery  dales  are  subject  to  change. 
6.3       VESSELS    OF   OPPORTUNITY 

MSRC  plans  to  employ  a  wide  variety  of  vessels  to  perform  multiple  functions  during 
spill  response.  Currcmly,  MSRC  does  not  have  under  contract  any  of  these  vessels  for  spill 
response.   Prior  to  August  1993,  MSRC  intends  to  have  numerous  vessels  under  contract  to 
augment  its  fleet  in  the  event  of  an  actual  incident  or  for  paiiicipation  in  exercises. 
Periodically,  MSRC  intends  to  update  this  portion  of  the  application  to  reflect  current 
capabilities.   For  a  preliminary  listing  of  the  vessels  MSRC  intends  to  employ,  refer  to 
Supplemental  Information,  Section  D. 
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SUFFICIENT  OIL  SPILL  RESPONSE  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard's  position  has  been  that  the  Federal 
Government  needs  to  maintain  its  own  inventory  of  oil  spill  equip- 
ment because  MSRC  and  similar  private  organizations  are  not  pro- 
curing sufficient  quantities  of  equipment.  But  doesn't  the  Coast 
Guard  have  the  legislative  authority  to  force  the  industry  to  cor- 
rect any  deficiencies  by  your  review  and  approval  of  oil  spill  re- 
sponse plans? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Under  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  (OPA  90)  the  Coast  Guard  has  authority  to 
require  preparation  of  and  subsequently  review  vessel  and  facility  response  plans. 
Owners  and  operators  of  vessels  and  facilities  are  required  to  ensure  by  contract  or 
other  approved  means  the  availability  of  response  resources.  The  Coast  Guard  does 
not  have  authority  to  directly  require  any  response  organization  to  acquire  or  pro- 
vide equipment. 

The  function  of  the  Coast  Guard's  response  equipment  is  twofold;  rapid  emergency 
response  function  and  to  supplement  private  resources  when  needed.  The  private 
sector  is  expected  to  provide  all  the  equipment  normally  needed  to  respond  to  spills. 
However,  the  Coast  Guard  is  in  a  unique  position  to  provide  rapid  initial  response 
that  can  be  extremely  helpful  in  mitigating  initial  environmental  damage.  The 
Coast  Guard  intends  to  use  its  response  capability  as  an  emergency  intervention 
measure  to  minimize  environmental  damage.  As  soon  as  the  contractor  arrives  on 
scene,  he/she  will  relieve  the  Coast  Guard  response. 

The  Coast  Guard  also  realizes  that  there  is,  in  certain  geographic  locations  at  this 
time,  insufficient  spill  response  equipment  in  existence  to  meet  the  public's  needs. 
OPA  90  does  not  require  an  owner  or  operator  to  have  a  contract  for  a  specified 
amount  of  equipment.  Instead,  the  law  requires  a  vessel  owner  or  operator,  as  part 
of  a  vessel  response  plan,  to  "ensure  by  contract  or  other  (approved)  means  .  .  .  the 
availability  of  private  .  .  .  equipment  necessary  to  remove  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable  a  worst  case  discharge." 

The  Coast  Guard  sought  data  and  information  from  environmentalists,  industry, 
State  governments,  the  general  public,  and  response  contractors  on  how  it  could 
assess  what  is  practicable.  The  Coast  Guard  learned  that  it  is  as  yet  impracticable 
to  instruct  a  vessel  owner  or  operator  to  plan  for  the  discharge  of  a  vessel's  entire 
cargo.  In  many  geographic  areas  of  the  U.S.,  on-water  recovery  capability  and  con- 
tainment and  protection  resources  simply  do  not  exist  at  any  price  for  responding  to 
a  worst  case  spill.  To  deal  with  this  situation  the  Coast  Guard  established  caps  on 
the  amount  of  equipment  that  would  be  needed  in  a  worst  case  spill.  The  response 
plan  rule  increases  the  caps  in  1998  and  2003. 

PRIVATE  SECTOR  OIL  SPILL  RESPONSE  CAPABILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  assessment  of  the  industry's  ability  to 
respond  to  a  major  oil  spill  such  as  the  Exxon  Valdez  disaster,  if  it 
were  to  occur  today? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  believe  the  marine  industry  is  much  better  prepared  to  respond  to  a  major  oil 
spill  now  than  it  was  in  1989.  Major  indications  of  this  are  as  follows: 

Vessel  and  facility  response  plans:  Tank  vessels  carrying  oil  in  bulk  and  marine 
transportation  related  facilities  are  required  to  develop  emergency  response  plans 
and  ensure  equipment  is  available  for  oil  spill  response.  More  than  1,150  response 
plans  covering  over  5,400  vessels,  and  2,300  facility  plans  have  been  submitted. 
These  plans  require  vessel  and  facility  owner/operators  to  demonstrate  their  active 
and  continuing  involvement  in  preparedness  for  pollution  response.  Some  specifics 
include:  designation  of  a  spill  management  team  and  a  qualified  individual  empow- 
ered to  initiate  response  and  expend  funds  necessary  to  clean-up/mitigate  any  spill, 
arrangements  to  acquire  and  employ  sufficient  cleanup  equipment  to  handle  a  worst 
case  discharge  from  the  vessel  or  facility  and  specific  training  exercise  programs  de- 
signed to  test  planning  effectiveness  on  a  continuing  basis. 

Prince  William  Sound:  Industry  efforts  in  Prince  William  Sound  exemplify  indus- 
try's improving  capabilities.  Aleyska  has  accumulated  the  most  extensive  spill  re- 
sponse equipment  inventory  in  the  world  and  they  are  now  routinely  exercising  it. 


67-709    O— 93 30 


928 

Two  response  vessels  equipped  with  lightering  equipment,  booms,  and  skimmers  are 
pre-staged  outside  of  Valdez  to  ensure  immediate  response  to  spills.  Alyeska  has 
amassed  over  200,000  feet  of  containment  boom,  50  response  vessels  and  oil  skim- 
mers with  a  cumulative  recovery  rate  of  44,000  barrels/hr.  A  seagoing  tug  and  an 
Escort  Response  Vessel  accompany  laden  tankers  to  provide  immediate  assistance 
should  a  tanker  become  disabled. 

Our  confidence  in  industry's  increased  capabilities  is  supported  by  numerous  on- 
going efforts  including: 

(1)  Improved  planning  organization:  Includes  the  establishment  of  Area  Commit- 
tees who  are  drafting  Area  Contingency  Plans  which  prescribe  the  response  struc- 
ture, concerns  and  capabilities  of  the  entire  government,  industry  and  public  re- 
sponse community.  (2)  Classification  of  Oil  Spill  Response  Organizations  (OSRO): 
The  Coast  Guard  is  in  the  process  of  classifying  commercial  contractor  oil  spill  re- 
sponse capability  which  serves  both  to  inform  industry  of  available  response  re- 
sources and  to  provide  Coast  Guard  oversight  of  contractors'  maintenance  of  those 
capabilities.  (3)  The  National  Preparedness  for  Response  Exercise  Program  (PREP): 
The  development  of  the  PREP  program  is  a  cooperative  effort  involving  Coast 
Guard,  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Minerals  Management  Service  and  the  states,  working  with  industry  and 
the  environmental  community,  to  establish  guidelines  for  exercising  vessel  and  facil- 
ity response  plans  and  area  contingency  plans.  The  goal  is  to  exercise  plans  to  iden- 
tify weaknesses  and  improve  the  capabilities  of  the  entire  response  community. 

All  of  these  elements  are  growing  and  evolving  as  the  government,  industry  and 
public  continue  the  process  of  working  together  to  improve  the  Nation's  pollution 
response  capability. 

POLLUTION  RESPONSE  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  pretty  much  a  full  inventory  of  what  you 
have,  what  they  have,  what  everybody  has? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  We  have,  in  putting  together  a  Pollution  Re- 
sponse Equipment  Information  System — and  we  should  have  that 
operational — functioning  in  May  of  this  year.  It  is  called  a  Re- 
sponse Resource  Inventory,  and  it  is  being  put  together  by  the  Na- 
tional Strike  Force  Coordination  Center  down  in  Elizabeth  City, 
North  Carolina.  And  it  is  going  to  have  three  sections  to  it. 

We  are  going  to  be  able  to  take  floppy  disks,  send  them  out  to 
people  that  have  pollution  response  equipment.  They  will  be  able 
to  enter  on  those  disks  what  information  and  equipment  they  have, 
send  it  back  to  us;  and  we  hope  to  have,  by  September  of  this  year, 
about  an  80  percent  inventory  computerized. 

We  do  have  data,  significant  data,  at  each  of  our  ports  that  have 
been  compiled  by  our  captains  of  the  port  there.  But  this  will  give 
us  electronic  information  that  can  be  easily  updated  electronically 
through  the  bulletin  board. 

In  addition  to  that,  I  had  the  privilege  of  leading  the  U.S.  delega- 
tion in  1990  through  the  OPRC  diplomatic  conference,  the  Oil  Pol- 
lution Prevention  Response  and  Cooperation  Convention;  and  one 
of  the  things  that  was  said  was  to,  in  fact,  get  an  international  in- 
ventory of  this  because,  for  example,  for  the  Mayaguez  spill  down 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  1990,  we  had  to  go  to  Pemex,  a  Mexican 
oil  company  to  get  a  skimmer.  It  is  nice  to  know  where  these 
things  exist.  There  are  about  130  countries  in  the  IMO;  about  38 
have  responded  so  far. 

We  want  to  take  the  information  they  submit  and  put  it  on  our 
computer  also.  So  not  only  would  we  have  an  inventory  in  the  U.S., 
but  we  would  have  one  internationally,  too. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  there  is  all  of  this  equipment  around  and  you  have 
an  inventory  of  it,  apparently  under  the  law,  you  have  some  ability 
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to  force  industry  to  purchase  and  maintain  more  equipment.  Why 
does  the  Coast  Guard  need  any  equipment  of  its  own? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  that  falls  into  two  categories,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

First,  let  me  preface  my  remarks  by  saying  that  the  premise  of 
OPA  1990 — and  I  think  of  other  legislation  before  that — is  that  the 
primary  responsibility  for  providing  oil  cleanup  equipment  rests 
with  the  industry.  That  is  something  I  strongly  endorse. 

However,  there  are  areas  where  expertise  is  needed,  where  spe- 
cialized type  of  equipment  is  needed;  and  that  has  been  in  exist- 
ence for  a  long  time  with  our  national  strike  teams.  We  had  three 
of  them  at  one  time;  that  was  reduced  to  two.  And,  specifically,  the 
Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  mandates  that  we  recreate  a  third  one. 
We  now  have  one  at  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey.  We  have  one  in  the 
Mobile,  Alabama  area.  And  we  have  one  at  Hamilton  Air  Force 
Base  just  north  of  San  Francisco.  They  have  air  deliverable  equip- 
ment and  a  corps  of  experts  in  responding  to  oil  and  hazardous  ma- 
terial spills. 

In  fact,  some  of  the  equipment  used  with  the  Exxon  Valdez — air 
deliverable,  air  driven  pumps,  seagoing  skimming  boom — are  main- 
tained in  their  inventory.  But  this  is  very  specialized  equipment, 
much  of  it  mandated  by  law. 

Also  the  Coast  Guard,  by  OPA  1990,  was  mandated  to  preposition 
equipment  in  areas  around  the  country.  We  selected  19  sites  and 
spent  about  $14  million  that  was  appropriated  or  reprogrammed 
specifically  for  this  equipment.  It  includes  a  vessel  of  opportunity, 
a  skimmer — in  fact,  in  the  press  clips  I  received  today,  in  the  Pacif- 
ic Northwest  area,  it  showed  one  of  the  Coast  Guard  buoy  tenders 
equipped  with  an  opportunity  skimming  system.  It  includes  some 
boom;  it  includes  some  inflatable  barges  to  dispose  of  oil;  and  it  in- 
cludes some  trailers  to  carry  it. 

There  is  not  enough  oil  spill  equipment  in  this  country,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  think  that  the  effort  put  forward  by  MSRC  is  com- 
mendable. I  think  the  equipment  required  under  OPA  1990  for  the 
Coast  Guard  is  necessary.  I  think  the  equipment  being  stocked  by 
the  States  is  necessary.  I  think  it  is  going  to  be  a  while  before  we 
have  the  equipment  that  we  need.  I  think  what  is  going  to  drive 
this  is  a  requirement  that,  by  18  August  of  this  year,  if  you  are  op- 
erating a  vessel  or  a  terminal  in  this  country,  that  you  have  a 
Coast  Guard  approved  pollution  response  plan  that  specifically  in- 
dicates the  cleanup  equipment  that  you  have  available  to  you  to 
clean  up  the  magnitude  of  spill  that  is  required  by  the  regulations 
that  we  have  promulgated. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  MANAGER  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  you  have,  apparently,  created  a  new  career 
path  for  environmental  managers  responsible  for  writing  regula- 
tions and  investigating  oil  spills  and  the  like.  Currently,  under 
your  program,  these  folks  would  enter  the  uniform  service  at  the 
rank  of  lieutenant. 

Why  put  it  on  the  uniform  side?  Why  not  hire  some  civilians 
that  have  the  expertise?  Why  is  military  experience  necessary  for 
these  particular  people? 
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Admiral  Kime.  This  is  the  direct  commissioning  program  you  are 
talking  about,  Mr.  Chairman? 

You  caught  me  off  guard  on  that  one. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  just  told  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  recently  cre- 
ated a  new  path  for  environmental  managers. 

Admiral   Kime.   We  have  been   involved   in  oil   pollution  since  .. 

about  1973,  Mr.  Chairman.  That  is  in  response  to  legislation  that  | 

has  been  passed.  I  grew  up  in  that  program.  In  fact,  I  directed  that 
program  for  several  years.  And  so  it  is  not  new. 

I  have  been  involved  in  this  since  the  early  1970s.  We  do  send 
people  to  postgraduate  school.  We  do  have  an  industry  training 
program  in  this  particular  area.  We  are  taking  some  graduates  of 
the  maritime  schools  and  bringing  them  into  the  Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  the  information  we  have  is  a 

Admiral  Kime.  Direct  commissioning  program  would  be  for  an 
ensign  or — I  do  not  have  information  on  that.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  this  comes  from  the  "Ellsworth  American,"  a 
newspaper  in  Ellsworth,  Maine. 

Admiral  Kime.  Read  it  every  day,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Probably  haven't  caught  up  on  the  latest  issue.  It  just 
arrived  yesterday.  It  was  dated  January  21,  1993.  It  takes  a  while 
to  get  here.  It  says  that  you  are  creating  a  new  environmental 
managers  program  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  OPA,  and  that 
you  are  looking  for  graduates  in  environmental  studies  that  will  be 
assigned  to  positions  in  headquarters  and  they  will  do  all  these 
things  I  talked  about  and  that  qualified  candidates  with  a  bache- 
lors degree  and  three  years  of  relevant  work  experience  will  enter 
the  Coast  Guard  at  the  rank  of  lieutenant.  That  is  all  I  know. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  am  going  to  have  to  look  at  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 
That  could  be  our  EC&R  program  for  looking  at  what  the  Coast 
Guard  itself  does,  but  let  me  answer  that  for  the  record.  You  have 
caught  me  completely  cold  on  that  one.  I  don't  like  to  see  that 
happen,  but  it  certainly  has  in  this  case. 

direct  commission  program 

Mr.  Carr.  No,  no,  you  have  a  big  agency,  and  you  can't  know  ev- 
erything, and  certainly  keeping  up  to  date  with  the  Ellsworth 
American  is  a  hard  thing  to  do.  It  says  in  here  that  it  would  be  a 
direct  commission  program  for  environmental  management,  and  I 
guess  I  will  give  you  a  copy  of  this.  The  question  basically  is  why 
do  we  have  to  do  this  as  military  as  opposed  to  civilian?  It  seems 
this  would  be  a  civilian  job. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  will  give  you  the  information  on  this  for  the 
record,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard's  new  Direct  Commission  program  is  for  college  graduates  that 
have  educational  and/or  practical  work  related  experience  in  the  fields  of  environ- 
mental management,  environmental  sciences,  and  environmental  economics.  This 
program  is  designed  to  meet  the  regulatory  demands,  placed  on  the  Coast  Guard,  as 
a  result  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990.  The  program  goal  is  to  recruit  qualified 
individuals  for  service  in  the  officer  corps  of  the  Coast  Guard.  These  individuals  will 
be  offered  commissions  as  an  Ensign,  Lieutenant  <jg)  or  Lieutenant,  depending  on 
the  level  of  education  and  work  experience. 

These  positions  need  to  be  military  billets  to  facilitate  the  Coast  Guard's  role  in 
the  enforcement  of  pollution  prevention  regulations.  As  commissioned  officers,  these 
individuals  will  be  vested  with  law  enforcement  authority  under  14  USC  89.  This 
authority  is  not  held  by  Coast  Guard  civilians  working  in  the  pollution  enforcement 
field.  In  addition,  the  military  commission  offers  a  greater  assignment  flexibility,  for 


931 

both  the  individual  and  the  Coast  Guard,  and  provides  excellent  opportunities  for 
upward  mobility  and  job  security. 

To  fill  our  immediate  openings,  the  program  offers  a  three  year  Reserve  Commis- 
sion, to  five  candidates  per  year  (target),  on  a  continuing  program.  After  three 
years,  these  officers  will  have  the  choice  to  compete  for  continued  Coast  Guard  serv- 
ice, or  return  to  the  private  sector.  For  this  first  year,  the  Coast  Guard  received 
over  1300  inquiries,  selected  31  candidates,  and  will  offer  commissions  to  three  well 
qualified  individuals. 

SHIP  PILOT  LICENSING 

Mr.  Carr.  Coast  Guard  recently  granted  a  third  temporary  mari- 
ner's license  to  a  ship  pilot  in  San  Francisco  who  tested  positive  for 
drug  use  in  1990.  In  its  decision,  the  Coast  Guard  stated  that  it  was 
powerless  to  deny  the  license  because  of  a  1987  ruling  by  the  NTSB 
which  seems  odd  to  us.  Could  you  explain  the  particulars  of  that 
case? 

Admiral  Kime.  When  we  take  action  against  someone's  license, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  appeal  process,  after  the  administrative  law 
judge  takes  action  in  the  field,  comes  to  Headquarters,  and  it  goes 
through  the  process  here  and  the  Vice  Commandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard  takes  action  on  the  appeal.  The  person,  then,  who  is  not  sat- 
isfied can  appeal  to  the  NTSB  and  the  NTSB  is  the  final  arbiter, 
and  they  set  the  policy  and  the  precedence. 

I  am  generally  familiar  with  this  case  but  I  can't  recall  right 
now  the  specific  reason  why  we  took  this  action,  but  that  is  how 
the  system  works. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  maybe  you  could  get  counsel,  legal  counsel  or 
somebody  to  explain  to  us  why  you  had  to  grant  a  license  to  some- 
body who  had  a  history  of  drug  use  and  why  the  NTSB  would  get 
itself  wrapped  into  a  position  that  would  seem  counterintuitive  to 
what  they  are  all  about. 

Admiral  Kime.  This  is  a  very  emotional  issue  on  the  West  Coast. 
Some  of  the  shipping  companies  have  refused  to  employ  this  gen- 
tleman. I  am  aware  of  it.  I  have  been  on  the  West  Coast  a  couple 
times  and  talked  to  people  about  that.  I  will  provide  you  with  the 
legal  philosophy  of,  first,  how  the  system  works  and,  number  two, 
why  we  came  to  that  legal  conclusion,  and  that  would  be  in  a 
report,  and  we  will  provide  that  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

When  the  Coast  Guard  serves  charges  against  a  mariner's  license  which  result  in 
a  finding  of  "proved"  by  the  administrative  law  judge,  our  regulations  allow  for  the 
respondent  to  appeal  that  judge's  decision  to  the  Commandant.  The  respondent  has 
only  one  more  appeal  step  in  the  administrative  process  beyond  the  Commandant, 
which  is  to  the  NTSB.  During  the  initial  appeal  process,  a  mariner  may  request 
from  the  judge  a  temporary  license,  which,  if  granted,  is  valid  for  only  six  months. 
Subsequent  six-month  temporary  licenses,  if  necessary  for  the  duration  of  the 
appeal,  are  issued  by  the  Commandant. 

"The  law  requires  license  revocation  if  use  of  dangerous  drugs  is  found  proved  at  a 
hearing,  unless  the  respondent  can  prove  he  or  she  is  cured.  The  regulations  do  not 
allow  for  a  temporary  license  for  someone  whose  license  is  revoked  for  drug  use.  If 
revocation  is  not  ordered,  the  respondent  can  apply  for  a  temporary  license. 

The  pilot  license  in  question  was  suspended  by  the  administrative  law  judge,  not 
revoked.  Therefore,  the  respondent  was  able  to  apply  to  the  judge  for  a  temporary 
license  while  he  appealed  the  judge's  decision  and  order  to  the  Commandant.  The 
judge  granted  his  request.  The  Commandant's  decision  of  appeal  remanded  the 
judge's  decision  and  order  and  directed  the  judge  to  reopen  the  case  to  permit  the 
respondent  to  present  evidence  of  cure  of  drug  use.  This  appeal  decision  voided  the 
respondent's  temporary  license.  The  respondent  then  introduced  an  emergency  in- 
terlocutory appeal  to  the  NTSB  to  overturn  to  the  Commandant  decision.  NTSB  re- 
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versed  the  Commandant's  decision,  directing  the  Commandant  to  readdress  the  ini- 
tial appeal  based  on  the  merits  of  the  appeal,  and  also  directed  the  Coast  Guard  to 
return  the  respondent's  temporary  license  pending  the  new  decision.  The  Comman- 
dant's new  decision  based  on  the  merits  of  the  appeal  affirmed  the  judge's  decision. 
Respondent  has  now  appealed  this  Commandant  decision  to  the  NTSB,  who  has  not 
yet  ruled.  Subsequent  six-month  temporary  licenses  have  been  issued  by  the  Com- 
mandant because,  as  stated  by  the  NTSB,  no  circumstance  warranting  any  new  con- 
clusion about  his  fitness  to  serve  at  sea  has  been  identified  since  the  original  tempo- 
rary license  was  issued  by  the  judge. 

POLLUTION  FINES 

Mr.  Carr.  OPA  90  significantly  increased  the  fines  related  to  oil 
and  chemical  spills.  Presumably  the  increase  in  fines  is  going  to 
lead  to  a  decrease  in  the  frequency  of  violations,  but  you  told  us 
last  year  that  you  hadn't  had  enough  experience  with  it  to  begin  to 
assess  whether  the  relationship  between  the  higher  fines  and  the 
lower  violations  was  actually  working.  Have  you  had  enough  time, 
can  you  give  us  an  assessment  now?  If  not,  when  could  we  begin  to 
see  a  correlation  if  one  was  to  emerge? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  can  give  you  the  data  of  what  the  fines  have 
been  and  what  the  fines  are  now — I  will  provide  that  for  the 
record,  and  also  the  spill  information  that  we  have  over  the  same 
period.  I  was  not  satisfied,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  the  level  of  fines 
and  the  consistency  of  fines  and  the  record  keeping  on  pollution 
violations  that  have  occurred.  We  have  done  several  things  to 
remedy  that.  We  put  out  new  guidelines  to  our  investigating  offi- 
cers as  to  what  we  think  ought  to  be  suitable  penalties  in  oil  pollu- 
tion or  hazardous  material  incidents  or  violations  of  any  Coast 
Guard  regulations,  and  that  information  has  also  been  supplied  to 
the  hearing  officers. 

Now,  obviously  the  hearing  officers  have  some  degree  of  flexibil- 
ity there.  We  have  also  developed  a  computer  program  called  MV 
Redesign  to  help  us  track  this  type  of  information,  and  we  are  in 
the  process  now  of  implementing  that  fully.  Some  of  the  informa- 
tion that  I  have  to  get  you  may  have  to  be  dug  out  by  hand  since 
this  has  only  been  recently  instituted. 

In  addition  to  that,  OPA  90  provides  for  a  higher  level,  class  II 
penalty  in  which  the  penalty  is  adjudicated  in  front  of  an  adminis- 
trative law  judge.  We  have  just  recently  within  the  past  several 
weeks  had  those  final  rules  promulgated. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  amount  of  civil  penalties  collected  for  OPA  90  violations  has  increased  from 
$1,865,000  for  2,357  civil  penalty  cases  in  FY  91  to  $3,942,000  for  3,660  civil  penalty 
cases  in  FY  92.  The  overall  number  of  oil  spill  incidents  decreased  from  8,516  in  FY 
91  to  8,089  in  FY  92. 

New  guidelines  providing  recommended  penalty  ranges  were  issued  last  October. 
These  guidelines  reflect  the  increased  penalty  amounts  provided  for  in  OPA  90.  Ad- 
ditionally, guidance  to  the  hearing  officers  will  be  issued  shortly  which  will  increase 
consistency  of  civil  penalty  assessments. 

We  have  developed  a  comprehensive  data  array  which  will  enable  us  to  evaluate 
trends  in  enforcement  and  civil  penalty  activity.  This  will  allow  us  to  analyze  the 
impact  and  effectiveness  of  OPA  90  and  of  Coast  Guard  guidance. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  a  couple  of  questions  here  that  we  will  ask  for 
the  record  concerning  the  aids  to  navigation.  Hopefully,  you  could 
get  those  answers  to  those  two  questions,  to  my  personal  office,  as 
well,  inasmuch  as  a  number  of  people  in  Michigan  think  I  know 
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more  than  I  really  do  about  the  Great  Lakes  and  they  frequently 

ask  me,  so  I 

Admiral  Kime.  If  staff  will  flag  those,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  cer- 
tainly do  that. 

GREAT  LAKES  ICEBREAKING  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  identify  and  describe  any  environmental  analy- 
ses the  Coast  Guard  has  conducted,  and  any  environmental  impact 
statements  or  assessments  the  Coast  Guard  has  prepared,  regard- 
ing the  impacts  of  Coast  Guard  icebreaking  activities  in  the  con- 
necting channels  of  the  Great  Lakes  and  especially  the  St.  Marys 
and  St.  Clair  Rivers. 

What  consideration,  if  any,  has  the  Coast  Guard  given  to  modify- 
ing the  current  vessel  speed  regulations  in  the  St.  Marys  and  St. 
Clair  Rivers  to  reduce  speed  limits  during  critical  periods  of  ice  for- 
mation in  late  fall  and  ice  breakup  in  early  spring  to  mitigate  ad- 
verse impacts  of  vessel  passage  in  ice  conditions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  United  States  Coast  Guard,  District  Nine,  published  a  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS),  entitled  "Icebreaking — Great  Lakes",  in  August  of  1974. 
The  EIS  described  11  areas  where  Coast  Guard  icebreaking  operations  take  place, 
among  them  were  the  St.  Marys  and  St.  Clair  Rivers.  The  Coast  Guard  conducted 
both  impacts  and  alternatives  analyses  in  making  the  study.  The  EIS  specifically 
considered  impacts  on  pollution  potential,  pollution  response,  structural  damage  and 
shore  erosion,  and  interference  with  local  vessel  traffic.  The  document  generally  ref- 
erenced other  potential  environmental  impacts  including  the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem 
and  biota,  archeological  and  historical  sites,  and  recreational  activities.  The  EIS  con- 
cluded that  the  environmental  impacts  caused  by  icebreaking  were  generally  mini- 
mal. The  document  received  comment  from  many  parties,  including  the  US  Army, 
US  Department  of  Interior,  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  a  local  recre- 
ational group. 

Based  on  a  State  of  Michigan  Department  of  Natural  Resources  letter  request,  the 
Coast  Guard  reviewed  its  current  vessel  speed  regulations  on  the  St.  Marys  and  St. 
Clair  Rivers.  A  possible  speed  reduction  of  2  knots  in  some  areas  was  discussed  with 
the  Lake  Carriers'  Association  and  with  the  Michigan  Department  of  Natural  Re- 
sources. However,  no  official  request  to  implement  such  changes  has  been  submitted 
to  the  Coast  Guard. 

Because  the  St.  Marys  and  St.  Clair  Rivers  are  shared  waterways  with  Canada, 
Canada  will  have  to  be  consulted  on  any  proposed  regulatory  changes. 

BAR  STATION  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  changes  have  been  made  in  operation  of  your 
search  and  rescue  stations  as  a  result  of  the  SAR  station  staffing 
study  completed  last  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  goal  of  the  study  was  not  to  change  the  way  the  stations  conduct  their  oper- 
ations per  se  (e.g.  towing  methods  during  Search  and  Rescue  cases).  Rather,  we  ex- 
amined the  internal  workings  of  the  stations  with  the  goal  of  reducing  administra- 
tive overhead  workload.  Our  intention  was  to  reduce  the  impact  of  a  significant 
staffing  shortfall  at  our  156  small  boat  stations  and  make  more  time  available  for 
our  most  experienced  and  skilled  boat  operators  to  train  and  qualify  our  more 
junior  personnel. 

Some  encouraging  trends  have  been  observed  as  implementation  efforts  have  con- 
centrated on  sharpening  our  customer-service  focus,  eliminating  excess  overhead, 
and  improving  crew  professionalism.  Some  examples  of  these  trends  include:  (1) 
Time  spent  for  personnel  and  finance  administration  was  down  by  15%.  (2)  Execu- 
tive Petty  Officers  increased  the  time  they  spent  conducting  training  by  30%.  (3) 
Time  spent  in  training  for  all  personnel  increased  by  10%.  (4)  The  reported  work 
week  came  down  3%  overall,  with  varying  results  by  location. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  advised  us  that  implementation  of  this 
report  would  lead  to  significant  cost  avoidance  (p.  551).  Have  you 
quantified  how  much  cost  can  be  avoided? 

[The  information  follows:] 

One  of  the  areas  of  emphasis  of  the  Station  Study  was  to  focus  on  reducing  the 
impact  of  a  significant  staffing  shortfall  at  our  156  small  boat  stations.  In  1991,  this 
shortfall  was  calculated  to  be  over  400  billets.  The  cost  of  400  new  billets  would  be 
approximately  $14M. 

In  March  1991  we  surveyed  over  40%  of  the  stations  to  measure  workload  and 
monitor  study  implementation  impact.  Average  workweek  at  stations  was  deter- 
mined to  be  over  80  hours  per  week.  These  stations  have  been  re-surveyed  twice 
since  then  and  will  be  surveyed  again  in  September  1993. 

Some  encouraging  trends  have  been  observed  as  implementation  efforts  have  con- 
centrated on  sharpening  our  customer-service  focus,  eliminating  excess  overhead, 
and  improving  crew  professionalism.  Efforts  to  reduce  administrative  workload  have 
freed  our  most  experienced  and  skilled  boat  operators  to  train  and  qualify  our  more 
junior  personnel.  Some  examples  of  these  trends  include:  (1)  Time  spent  for  person- 
nel and  finance  administration  was  down  by  15%.  (2)  Executive  Petty  Officers  in- 
creased the  time  they  spent  conducting  training  by  30%.  (3)  Time  spent  in  training 
for  all  personnel  increased  by  10%.  (4)  The  reported  workweek  came  down  3%  over- 
all, with  varying  degrees  of  results  by  location. 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  give  some  specific  examples  of  changes  which 
will  lead  to  cost  savings? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  indicated  in  testimony  last  year,  one  of  the  primary  goals  of  the  study  was  to 
identify  and  implement  cost  avoidance  measures  through  the  elimination  of  adminis- 
trative overhead  work.  Changes  are  being  made  to  reduce  the  workload  of  my 
people,  approximately  80  hours  per  week  in  some  areas,  so  that  I  can  continue  a 
high  level  of  service  to  the  customer  with  existing  resources,  instead  of  requesting 
new  personnel  through  the  budget.  Eliminating  administrative  overhead  at  the  sta- 
tion level  will  also  free  up  my  most  experienced  personnel — the  Officer  in  Charge, 
Executive  Petty  Officer,  and  the  Engineer  Petty  Officer — to  spend  more  time  train- 
ing the  junior  personnel  and  overseeing  the  actual  operations  of  the  station. 

One  of  the  study's  recommendations  was  to  add  full  time  clerical  support  if  the 
administrative  workload  was  not  reduced.  A  small  sample  of  actions  taken  to  accom- 
plish this  goal  includes  the  following:  (1)  Development  of  a  generic  station  organiza- 
tion manual  to  avoid  repeated  modifications  to  individual  organization  manuals 
each  time  the  command  structure  changes;  (2)  Eliminated  the  requirernent  for 
formal  personnel  records  to  be  maintained  at  every  station;  (3)  Required  utility  bill 
payment  to  be  done  by  the  centralized  group  commands;  (4)  Eliminated  over  300 
Coast  Guard  documents  from  the  inventory  required  to  be  held  at  every  station;  (5) 
Instituted  a  credit  card  system  for  small  purchases  which  greatly  simplified  the  nec- 
essary paperwork  (added  benefit  is  that  vendor's  are  paid  faster). 

SEARCH  AND  RESCUE — MIKE  PLANT  SEARCH 

Mr.  Carr.  Regarding  search  and  rescue,  which  is,  of  course,  one 
of  your  better  understood  and  more  publicized  missions.  I  don't 
think  anybody  is  going  to  quarrel  with  the  fact  that  it  is  one  of  the 
important  missions  you  do.  However,  questions  do  arise  every  once 
in  a  while  concerning  possible  reimbursement  for  the  expenses  in- 
curred rescuing  persons,  especially  when  their  own  negligence  may 
have  contributed  to  the  mission. 

For  example,  the  situation  of  Mike  Plant,  a  sailor  who  was  quite 
experienced,  apparently,  and  he  had  already  circumnavigated  the 
earth  all  by  himself  and  was  about  to  participate  in  some  kind  of  a 
sail  race  around  the  world.  He  commissioned  a  boat  that  was  not 
thoroughly  tested.  Apparently,  but  nonetheless  he  set  sail  to  enter 
the  race  with  his  untried  new  boat,  and  during  a  heavy  storm  radio 
contact  was  lost  and  neither  Plant  nor  his  boat  was  ever  found. 
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Admiral  Kime.  We  did  find  the  boat,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Did  you  find  the  boat? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  we  understood  it  cost  the  Coast  Guard  approxi- 
mately $850,000  searching  the  middle  of  the  Atlantic  for  an  ex- 
tended period  of  time  for  Mr.  Plant.  We  would  like  to  know  about 
the  case.  I  would  like  to  know  what  you  found  in  the  boat,  but  a 
bigger  thing  is  that  is  it  a  proper  expenditure  for  a  limited  Federal 
budget  to  be  spending  $850,000  because  one  individual  took  a  big 
risk  and  that  he  apparently  didn't  have  to  take?  Maybe  you  could 
tell  us  when  those  situations  arise,  how  do  you  decide  on  how  long 
you  spend  money  looking  for  somebody? 

Tell  us  about  the  Plant  case. 

Admiral  Kime.  This  was  a  case  of  a  solo  sailor,  as  you  indicated, 
and  he  had  set  out  to  sail  to  Europe  to  join  a  race  over  there,  and 
this  was  the  first  voyage  of  this  boat,  and  he  had  some  difficulties. 
He  was  sighted  I  think  about  800  miles  out  by  a  commercial  vessel 
that  indicated  that  he  had  lost  his  electronics  and  his  electrical 
power,  but  he  communicated  with  them  that  he  would  get  it  fixed 
and  he  would  be  back,  and  that  is  all  we  knew  about  it.  He  had  an 
EPIRB,  Electronic  Position  Indicating  Radio  Beacon.  It  is  like  an 
ELT,  but  it  operates  on  406  MHz  instead  of  121.5  MHz,  and  it  is  a 
lot  more  reliable.  It  has  the  capability  of  being  able  to  code  in  who 
owns  it,  so  if  the  signal  is  picked  up,  you  know  who  it  is,  not  only 
where  it  is,  but  who  it  is. 

If  it  is  an  SOS  signal  you  can  call  the  owner  and  find  out  if  they 
are  there.  Well,  there  was  an  initial  hit  on  the  vessel,  and  the  sat- 
ellites picked  it  up  from  the  EPIRB,  the  Canadians  picked  it  up, 
and  they  got  two  bursts.  They  need  three.  The  computer  software, 
if  you  do  not  indicate  a  registered  beacon,  which  he  had  not  regis- 
tered, then  it  just  suppresses  the  thing.  They  got  another  hit  a 
couple  days  later,  three  bursts,  but  it  turned  out  in  retrospect  the 
position  was  wrong  because  the  third  burst  was  not  from  the 
beacon. 

We  received  that  information  and  began  a  search.  We  didn't 
have  a  good  idea  of  where  to  search  because  of  the  problem  with 
the  position.  We  did  a  six-day  search,  and  on  the  last  two  days  we 
decided  that  we  would  look  at  the  EPIRB  as  a  suspect  position.  We 
looked  at  some  of  our  resources  there  and  others  where  we  DR, 
dead  reckon,  the  vessel  along  assuming  a  certain  speed,  and  decid- 
ed we  would  concentrate  there. 

After  that  time  we  terminated  the  search  for  the  vessel.  We  con- 
tinued to  examine  the  case,  look  at  the  situation,  and  agreed  that 
we  would  look  again  based  on  his  tremendous  history  of  survival, 
his  knowledge,  and  the  fact  that  he  might  be  alive  and  we  had 
found  nothing.  And  while  we  were  preparing  to  resume  the  search, 
a  commercial  vessel  coming  by  found  the  boat  upside  down,  and  a 
large  metal  bulb  on  the  base  of  the  keel  to  act  as  ballast  was  gone. 
The  bulb  was  gone,  so  evidently  what  had  happened  was  that  it 
failed  catastrophically  and  the  vessel  just  went  over  very,  very 
quickly.  We  did  not  know  if  he  was  trapped  inside.  We  did  not 
know  if  he  managed  to  get  out  in  a  life  raft,  so  we  solicited  the  aid 
of  the  French  who  had  a  vessel  close  by.  They  did  relocate  the 
vessel — the  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  U.S.  Navy,  and  Canada  and  France 
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all  participated  in  this.  They  did  get  on  scene,  sent  a  diver  down, 
found  that  he  was  not  in  the  cabin,  that  the  life  raft  was  half  in- 
flated in  the  cockpit,  and  once  we  knew  that,  we  knew  there  was 
no  chance  of  survival,  and  we  dropped  plans  to  resume  the  search. 
I  think  that  we  used  our  best  judgment  on  this  particular  case. 

Now,  the  question  is  what  about  user  fees,  and  I  can  reflect  back 
on  the  history.  I  personally,  as  my  three  predecessors  have,  have 
been  against  individual  case  user  fees  for  search  and  rescue. 
Number  one,  they  can  be  prohibitive.  The  total  cost  to  all  four 
countries  was  about  $1.3  million  in  this  case.  The  best  way  you 
would  say  would  be  to  have  an  insurance  policy  where  everybody 
pays  a  little  bit  and  then  if  someone  gets  in  trouble  for  a  very  ex- 
pensive thing,  then  it  would  be  spread  out  because  anybody  could 
get  in  trouble,  the  same  way  you  do  with  your  automobile  insur- 
ance. Now,  we  tried  that.  Remember,  we  passed  the  recreational 
boating  user  fees,  and  that  was  passed  and  we  discussed  that  yes- 
terday, and  both  Houses  of  the  Congress  distanced  themselves  as 
fast  as  they  could  from  that  particular  bill  until  they  found  an 
offset  and  got  it  repealed. 

In  fact,  when  I  talked  about  that  bill  in  Members'  districts,  they 
didn't  want  to  mention  that  the  Congress  had  passed  the  law.  They 
wanted  to  point  the  finger  at  me,  not  a  very  popular  thing,  so  we 
tried  the  real  way  to  do  that.  That  would  solve  this  problem  where 
we  spread  the  risk  around.  If  we  are  concerned  with  loss  of  life,  I 
don't  see  how  we  could  invoke  a  per  case  charge;  that  is  my  view 
and  my  immediate  past  three  predecessors,  I  think,  have  held  that 
view,  too. 

Cartoons  were  drawn  in  the  newspaper  about  the  guy  going 
down  for  the  third  time  holding  up  his  Diner's  Club  Card  to  the 
Coast  Guard  guy  with  a  little  machine  that  was  going  to  take  it 
before  we  fished  him  out  of  the  water. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  suppose  this  is  one  of  those  debates  we  will 
have  forever.  It  is  in  one  sense  a  hard  thing  that  so  many  resources 
would  be  deployed  to  save  one  life.  It  says  something  about  the 
value  of  life,  I  guess,  but  on  the  other  hand 

Admiral  Kime.  Many  times  we  are  successful,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  does  end  up  that 

Admiral  Kime.  Several  thousand  times  a  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  Enormous,  enormous.  It  is  just  not  in  the  sea.  We  had 
the  recently  publicized  incident  of  five  skiers  in  Colorado  and  so 
many  other  places.  I  suppose  if  you  are  the  one  they  are  looking  for 
you  can't  spend  enough  money. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  suppose  the  rest  of  us  have  cause  to  wonder 
why  people  put  themselves  at  risk  like  that  and  then  demand  ex- 
traordinary efforts  to  save  them  once  they  have  put  themselves  at 
risk.  When  someone  like  Mr.  Plant  goes  and  does  what  he  does,  is 
there  no  way  in  terms  of  the  law  to  require  that  he  not  take  a  boat 
out  that  is  not  tested? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  can  terminate  a  voyage  as  being  inherently 
unsafe,  and  we  do  that  on  many  occasions.  We  have  had  several 
cases  recently  with  people  in  vessels  approximating  a  bathtub  try 
to  sail  single-handedly  across  the  Atlantic,  and  we  have  brought 
them  back,  and  that  is  done. 
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In  the  case  of  Mr.  Plant,  he  was  one  of  the  premier  single-handed 
sailors  going  around  the  world.  He  did  have  a  very  sophisticated 
vessel,  and  although  it  hadn't  been  thoroughly  tested  and  it  ulti- 
mately did  have  a  failure,  I  don't  think  we  had  grounds  in  that 
particular  case  to  say  that  was  inherently  unsafe. 

Mr.  Carr.  Was  there  any  external  pressure  put  on  the  Coast 
Guard  to  extend  the  search? 

Admiral  Kime.  We  agreed,  as  we  do  in  most  every  case-it  is  a 
very  traumatic  time  when  you  say  we  have  terminated  a  case;  that 
is  finality.  The  family  has  a  great  deal  of  concern.  In  the  case  of 
Mr.  Plant,  obviously  the  family  was  very  concerned,  just  as  in  the 
case  of  any  John  Doe.  There  was  congressional  interest  in  this,  but 
I  don't  think  an  excessive  amount  of  congressional  interest,  or  con- 
cern that  we  were  considering  all  possible  things.  We  kept  the  case 
going  through  six  days,  as  I  said,  and  people  were  concerned  about 
reopening  the  case.  We  looked  at  it  very  carefully,  not  just  looking 
at  that,  but  looking  at  all  aspects — Mr.  Plant's  past  history,  what 
he  had  done,  where  the  boat  might  be — and  decided  that  we  would 
go  look  for  one  more  day,  but  we  never  did  do  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  suppose  you  are  under  considerable  internal 
pressure,  there  is  a  lot  of  pressure  not  to  give  up. 

Admiral  Kime.  You  don't  want  to  admit  you  couldn't  do  it,  and 
we  have  got  a  group  of  people  in  this  program,  I  think,  who  are 
very  experienced  in  this  and  try  to  take  a  very  objective  and  pro- 
fessional look  at  it.  If  we  err,  I  have  to  admit  we  err  on  the  side  of 
saving  lives. 

HAITIAN  interdiction 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  a  couple  more  questions  on  Haitian  interdic- 
tions, but  we  will  ask  those  for  the  record. 

What  is  the  status  today  of  our  Haitian  interdiction  efforts? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  direct  repatriation  policy  and  an  increased  Coast  Guard  presence  have  been 
successful  in  deterring  migrants  from  taking  to  sea  in  unsafe  boats.  There  have 
been  no  interdictions  by  Operation  ABLE  MANNER  units  since  January  25,  1993. 
Since  the  September  1992  coup  d'etat,  approximately  42,000  Haitians  have  been 
interdicted.  Current  operations  are  coordinated  through  an  interagency  process  with 
Department  of  State,  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  and  Department  of 
Defense. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  administration  set  conditions  under  which  the 
current  policy  of  direct  return  of  Haitian  migrants  could  be 
changed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  responds  to  policy  changes  with  respect  to  repatriation  as  appro- 
priate, but  is  not  directly  involved  in  establishing  such  conditions  or  policy  direc- 
tion. The  Coast  Guard  conducts  at-sea  enforcement,  including  interdiction  and  repa- 
triation, in  support  of  the  Administration's  Haitian  migration  policy.  We  are  un- 
aware of  a  set  of  conditions  which  would  cause  the  current  policy  to  be  changed. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  improvement  has  been  made  in  the  likelihood  of 
returning  President  Aristide  to  Haiti  and  facilitating  long-term  po- 
litical and  economic  stability  for  that  country? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  monitors  conditions  in  Haiti  with  respect  to  potential  for  migra- 
tion, but  is  not  involved  in  efforts  to  influence  conditions  in-country. 
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NTSB  BOATING  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Turning  now  to  boating  safety  for  a  few  questions.  The 
Safety  Board  has  pointed  out  to  us  that  the  States  vary  greatly  in 
the  safe  boating  laws  that  they  have.  Some  are  very  weak  and 
some  are  fairly  good,  I  guess.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  at  all  use  recre- 
ational boat  safety  grants  to  leverage  the  States  to  higher  perform- 
ance levels  than  their  own  State  acts? 

Admiral  Kime.  This  is  a  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
study  that  has  not  been  totally  released  yet.  We  have  seen  the  ex- 
ecutive summary  and  the  findings  and  recommendations,  and  I 
don't  think  anything  there  was  unanticipated.  They  looked  at  boat- 
ing while  intoxicated,  personal  flotation  device  utilization,  life  jack- 
ets and  operator  education,  improved  access  to  data  and  licensing 
of  operators.  We  are  looking  at  this. 

There  were  a  number  of  recommendations  given  to  various  indi- 
viduals. I  have  a  copy  of  them  here.  The  ones  given  to  the  Coast 
Guard  start  out  with  when  we  do  have  a  memorandum  of  under- 
standing every  two  years  with  the  States  on  funding  and  number- 
ing systems,  that  we  specifically  outline  the  plans  of  the  States  to 
increase  the  life  jacket  utilization  and  in  addition  to  that,  working 
with  the  National  Association  of  State  Boating  Law  Administra- 
tors, NASBLA  to  develop  guidelines  to  be  used  by  the  States  to  im- 
plement safety  standards  talking  about  requiring  children  under  a 
certain  age  or  size  to  wear  life  jackets,  things  of  that  nature,  im- 
prove accident  information. 

All  of  these  things  are  very  reasonable  and  things  that  we  are 
going  to  continue  to  pursue.  We  would  like  to  see  the  detailed 
report,  though,  before  we  comment  officially  on  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  when  you  do,  we  would  like  to  have  some  com- 
ments on  quality  of  State  programs  from  your  perspective  and 
highlighting  some  States  that  do  a  good  job  and  other  States  that 
don't  do  so  well.  And  does  the  Coast  Guard  have  a  model  State 
boating  safety  law? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  I  don't  believe  we  have  a  model  State  boating 
safety  law.  We  worked  very  closely  with  the  States. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  worked  with  the  council  of  State,  what  is  it  the 
uniform — there  is  an  association  that  develops  uniform  laws 
throughout  the  country. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  work  with  NASBLA,  the  National  Association 
of  State  Boating  Law  Administrators. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  a  wonderful  acronym,  NASBLA. 

Admiral  Kime.  When  you  try  to  say  it  once,  sir,  you  can  under- 
stand why  we  need  an  acronym.  I  don't  know  of  any  model  law 
that  we  have  and  I  don't  know  if  any  of  my  people  here  that  know 
about  that,  but 

Admiral  Nelson.  Permitting  system  only. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes.  But  what  this  proposes  is  that  we  work  with 
the  States  and  with  their  boating  law  administrators  to  see  if  some- 
thing like  that  could  be  done  in  the  area  of  accident  reporting. 
That  is  something  we  have  pushed  for  very,  very  long  and  hard, 
and  involving  the  insurance  companies  because  a  lot  of  accidents 
are  not  reported  to  the  States,  only  to  the  insurance  company,  and, 
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again,  as  in  many  cases,  the  insurance  companies  are  less  than 
forthcoming. 

Perhaps  the  States  could  do  something  by  law  in  that  area.  Oper- 
ating under  the  influence  of  alcohol,  I  think  about  44  of  the  States 
have  requirements.  We  have  Federal  requirements  for  that.  We 
hope  to  publish  shortly  regulations  that  will  allow  the  States  to  re- 
quire small  children  to  wear  PFDs,  things  of  that  nature.  They  are 
talking  about  licensing,  too,  of  operators,  and  that,  again,  is 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  agree  with  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  an  old  chestnut,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  feel  that 
education  is  the  most  important  thing,  and  if,  in  fact,  we  were  to  go 
to  a  licensing  system,  it  could  bring  with  it  some  significant  admin- 
istrative expenses.  Talking  to  the  States,  they  feel — I  have  spoken 
to  the  people.  States  such  as  Florida,  where,  in  fact,  in  the  winter- 
time, a  good  percentage  of  the  people  boating  in  State  waters  are 
from  out  of  State,  so  if  the  State  had  a  license,  they  feel  it  would  be 
difficult  to  enforce.  They  feel  it  should  be  nationwide. 

If  we  were  to  pursue  this,  we  think  it  should  be  done  by  the 
States  just  as  the  licensing  of  automobiles  and  the  licensing  of  driv- 
ers is  concerned  with  some  kind  of  model  law  or  model  provision 
under  which  they  do  that.  I  do  not  think  this  is  something  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  get  involved  in.  It  is  extremely  expen- 
sive and  it  is  very  difficult  for  us  to  know  exactly  what  the  condi- 
tions are  in  various  States.  I  would  imagine  the  State  of  Maine 
would  have  different  rules  than  the  State  of  Texas  for  different 
conditions;  the  Great  Lakes  different  from  the  States  bordering  the 
Mississippi  River.  Those  are  the  kinds  of  things  that  we  think  that 
should  this  come  about  it  should  be  a  State  initiative  with  Coast 
Guard  technical  input. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  all  the  NTSB  recommendations  on  boating  safety 
were  adopted,  do  you  think  they  would  have  a  big  impact  on  Coast 
Guard  operations? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  in  general  the  NTSB  recommendations  on 
boating  safety  have  been  very  consistent  with  the  Coast  Guard 
views  on  this.  There  may  be  some  exceptions,  but  I  think  that  the 
degree  of  consistency  of  our  views  with  NTSB  in  this  area  is  prob- 
ably greater  certainly  than  in  passenger  vessels  or  in  some  other 
areas. 

BOAT  CONSTRUCTION  INSPECTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Moving  to  boat  construction,  there  are  about  2,900 
boat  builders  in  the  U.S.  subject  to  annual  factory  inspections  by 
the  Coast  Guard.  I  guess  your  goal  is  that  you  want  to  inspect  each 
builder  once  a  year  but  your  goal  hasn't  been  achieved.  Apparently 
in  1991  you  only  made  about  1,800  visits,  which  is  about  60  percent 
of  the  goal. 

Is  is  the  goal  a  reasonable  one  or  should  it  be  changed,  and  if  it 
is  a  reasonable  one  why  hasn't  the  Coast  Guard  been  able  to 
achieve  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  I  think  it  is  a  reasonable  goal,  and  I  think 
when  we  talked — I  addressed  this  a  little  bit  yesterday.  One  of  the 
things  that  has  helped  allow  us  to  drawdown  the  resources  in 
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search  and  rescue  is  safety  standards  for  construction,  and  I  think 
we  should  visit  once  a  year.  This  has  been  a  resource  issue. 

The  Coast  Guard  reorganized  both  at  headquarters  and  out  in 
the  field  several  years  ago,  1989-1990  time  frame,  and  at  that  time 
we  had  dedicated  staffs  to  do  this.  Those  functions  were  given  to 
some  of  our  marine  safety  offices  at  that  time  with  reduced  staffs. 
Now  that  we  are  building  up  numbers  of  people  we  have,  I  think 
we  are  going  to  continue  to  do  a  better  job.  I  can  provide  for  the 
record,  if  you  would  like,  the  figures  that  we  have  for  later.  I  think 
you  gave  me  1991. 

Mr.  Carr.  1991,  yes. 

Admiral  Kime.  I  can  give  you  updated  figures  on  that.  I  think  it 
is  a  realistic  goal  to  go  for.  It  is  our  determination,  and  we  think 
that  we  should  not  only  look  at  the  vessels,  but  also  provide  infor- 
mation as  to  what  the  requirements  are  as  we  go  around.  In  addi- 
tion to  that  we  have  a  program  of  recall  where  we  find  we  have 
vessels  with  problems  based  on  operations  where  we  take  specific 
actions  against  various  manufacturers. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Responsibility  for  conducting  recreational  boat  factory  visits  was  transferred  on 
15  April  1988  to  the  Marine  Safety  Office  (MSO)  within  whose  zone  the  boat  facto- 
ries are  located.  The  Regional  Boating  Standards  Units  (RBSU)  were  disestablished 
and  six  MSOs  received  a  trained  and  qualified  civilian  RES  factory  examiner  (MSO 
Miami,  MSO  Jacksonville,  MSO  Tampa,  MSO  St.  Louis,  MSO  Los  Angeles/Long 
Beach,  and  MSO  Puget  Sound).  The  civilian  assignments  were  based  on  marine  in- 
spection zones  having  the  highest  concentrations  of  boat  manufacturers.  During 
FY91,  1,689  recreational  boat  factory  visits  were  conducted.  During  FY92,  1,437  rec- 
reational boat  factory  visists  were  conducted.  This  is  consistent  with  the  fact  that 
personnel  resources  for  this  program  were  the  same  in  both  years.  The  FY92  Budget 
provided  additional  billets  which  were  added  to  MSOs  in  direct  support  of  RBS  fac- 
tory visits.  The  billets  were  assigned  to  the  next  six  MSOs  with  the  highest  concen- 
trations of  boat  manufacturers  (MIO  New  York,  MSO  Portland  ME,  MSO  Memphis, 
MSO  Paducah,  MSO  Wilmington  NC,  and  MSO  San  Francisco  Bay).  These  addition- 
al full  time  billets,  doing  factory  visits,  will  have  a  positive  impact  towards  the  goal 
of  reaching  all  2,900  recreational  boat  builders  annually. 

NTSB  "most  wanted" 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  discussed  with  the  Safety  Board  what  ac- 
tions are  needed  to  remove  boating  safety  from  their  "most  wanted 
list"? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  list  of  most  wanted  transportation 
safety  improvements  consists  of  16  items  which  cut  across  the  various  modes  of 
transportation.  The  only  boating  safety  item  on  the  list  is  Boating  While  Intoxicated 
(BWI).  The  item  specifies  that  action  is  needed  by  State  Legislatures  to  strengthen 
enforcement  and  toxicological  testing  programs  to  prevent  boating  accidents. 

Although  the  NTSB  has  not  identified  any  actions  needed  by  the  Coast  Guard  to 
remove  BWI  from  the  "most  wanted  list,"  the  Coast  Guard  and  the  Board  have 
worked  very  diligently  and  cooperatively  on  this  matter  in  our  respective  roles  and 
much  progress  has  been  made.  Operating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  alcohol  is 
now  illegal  in  all  50  States  and  6  territories.  Coast  Guard  regulations  established  a 
blood  alcohol  concentration  standard  for  boat  operator  intoxication,  and  44  States 
and  territories  now  have  this,  or  a  more  stringent  standard,  in  their  laws.  Addition- 
ally, chemical  and  behavioral  testing  for  alcohol  and  other  enforcement  training 
comprise  a  significant  portion  of  the  Coast  Guard's  National  Boating  Safety  Instruc- 
tor Course  for  State  officers  which  is  held  3  times  a  year  at  the  Coast  Guard  Re- 
serve Training  Center  in  Yorktown,  Virginia.  We  will  continue  to  promote  passage 
of  State  laws  and  strengthening  of  amendments  dealing  with  alcohol  and  boating. 
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NTSB  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  NTSB  has  also  recommended  that  States  adopt 
more  stringent  requirements  for  alcohol-impaired  boaters  and  life 
jacket  usage  for  children.  The  Board  also  recommended  the  States 
consider  mandatory  training  and  licensing  for  boat  operators.  Do 
you  agree  with  these  measures? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  full  NTSB  report  has  not  yet  been  released.  However,  we  fully  support,  and 
have  promoted  for  many  years,  more  stringent  requirements  for  alcohol-impaired 
boaters.  As  previously  stated,  much  progress  has  been  made  in  State  passage  of  alco- 
hol and  boating  laws.  Greater  testing  to  determine  alcohol  concentration  is  encour- 
aged, as  it  would  enhance  enforcement  and  also  provide  better  data  to  determine 
the  extent  of  alcohol  involvement  in  boating  accidents.  The  Coast  Guard  published  a 
Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  in  November  1992  which  would  provide  the  States 
the  latitude  to  require  personal  flotation  device  wear  by  children,  and  for  wear  by 
all  persons  on  various  types  of  craft,  and/or  under  certain  conditions,  considered  by 
individual  States  to  warrant  such  action.  The  Coast  Guard  is  interested  in  educating 
boat  operators.  Whether  or  not  licensing  is  the  best  method  for  doing  this  is  debata- 
ble. Administering  a  mandatory  education  or  licensing  program  is  not  an  appropri- 
ate Federal  role.  Each  State  is  best  able  to  determine  the  need  for  operator  licensing 
or  certification,  and  how  to  administer  and  fund  such  a  program.  We  support  such 
initiatives  by  individual  States.  We  work  with  the  National  Association  of  State 
Boating  Law  Administrators  to  promote  standardization  of  education  course  materi- 
als and  reciprocity  between  States. 

BOAT  FACTORY  VISITS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  factory  visit  program  resulted  in  only  two  recalls 
in  1991  involving  520  boats,  and  no  penalties  were  assessed  for  vio- 
lations. This  doesn't  appear  to  be  a  strong  compliance  result  given 
the  number  of  inspections.  How  do  you  measure  the  effectiveness 
of  this  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  focus  of  the  factory  visit  program  is  primarily  to  provide  the  boat  manufac- 
turer with  information  concerning  Federal  regulations.  The  Federal  regulations  re- 
quire that  the  manufacturer,  not  the  Coast  Guard,  certify  in  writing  that  each  of 
their  boats  complies  with  the  applicable  Federal  regulations.  Coast  Guard  jurisdic- 
tion for  recalls  and  penalties  occurs  only  after  the  boat  is  offered  for  sale  to  the 
consumer,  which  is  almost  always  at  a  location  away  from  the  factory.  Because  of 
this  manufacturer  self-certification  process,  the  Coast  Guard  factory  examiner  ad- 
vises the  manufacturer  in  writing  of  any  "potential  non-compliances".  This  provides 
the  manufacturer  with  a  warning  of  possible  recall  and  penalty  actions  which  may 
be  invoked  by  the  Coast  Guard,  if  a  non-compliant  boat  is  sold  to  a  consumer.  Effec- 
tiveness of  the  program  is  measured  by  the  number  of  non-compliances  noted  after 
the  boats  are  offered  for  sale. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  your  visits  generally  conducted  by  surprise,  or  do 
you  let  them  know  you  are  coming? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  let  them  know  we  are  coming  since  the  primary  purpose  of  the  factory  visit 
program  is  to  provide  the  boat  manufacturer  with  information  concerning  Federal 
regulations.  If  we  have  evidence  that  a  manufacturer  is  selling  boats  that  do  not 
comply  with  Federal  regulations  and  penalty  action  is  being  contemplated,  we  will 
conduct  a  factory  investigative  audit.  A  factory  investigative  audit  may  or  may  not 
be  scheduled  with  the  manufacturer  in  advance  of  our  arrival. 

By  scheduling  the  factory  visit  in  advance  with  the  manufacturer,  we  ensure  that 
responsible  persons  will  be  present  to  talk  with  the  Coast  Guard  examiner.  In  addi- 
tion we  must  check  to  confirm  that  there  are  boats  currently  under  production  at 
the  factory  since  not  all  manufacturers  continually  produce  boats  throughout  the 
calendar  year. 
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BOAT  TESTING  GOALS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  were  your  goals  in  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992  for 
testing  of  boats  for  their  compliance  with  Federal  boat  construction 
standards,  and  how  many  boats  were  actually  tested? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  boat  testing  goals  for  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992  were  80  to  120  boats  each 
year.  A  total  of  163  boats  were  purchased  for  testing  during  fiscal  years  1991  and 
1992.  No  boats  were  tested  in  fiscal  year  1991  because  of  start-up  difficulties  associ- 
ated with  a  new  compliance  testing  contract.  These  difficulties  were  overcome  and 
114  boats  were  tested  in  fiscal  year  1992. 

BOATING  ACCIDENT  DATA 

Mr.  Carr.  To  the  extent  that  boat  design  or  equipment  failures 
are  contributing  causes  in  boating  accidents,  it  would  seem  useful 
to  track  that  data  to  better  focus  your  inspection  and  compliance 
resources.  How  are  boating  accident  statistics  used  for  compliance 
monitoring? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Boating  accident  reports  indicate  that  boat  or  equipment  failures  are  responsible 
for  about  5%  of  the  reported  accidents  and  3%  of  the  reported  fatalities.  Accident 
data  are  reviewed  for  trends.  Particular  types  of  accidents  are  studied  to  determine 
the  need  for  regulation  or  other  safety  program  actions.  Also,  the  accident  database 
is  queried  to  segregate  accidents  on  particular  makes  and  models  of  boats  in  re- 
sponse to  requests  for  boat  or  equipment-specific  accident  information  which  may 
indicate  some  noncompliance.  We  are  striving  to  increase  and  improve  accident  in- 
vestigator training  to  provide  for  more  sophisticated  evaluation  of  causes  of  acci- 
dents. We  have  supported  State  Boating  Accident  Investigator  Seminars  for  several 
years  through  the  National  Nonprofit  Public  Service  Organization  Grant  Program 
under  the  Boat  Safety  Account.  Also,  extensive  State  boating  accident  investigator 
training  is  included  in  the  Coast  Guard's  National  Boating  Safety  Instructor  Course. 
State  officers  receiving  this  training  are  learning  how  to  make  more  detailed  deter- 
minations of  boat  or  equipment  problems  which  may  have  contributed  to  an  acci- 
dent. 

Acquisition,  Construction,  and  Improvements 

BUOY  tender  replacement 

Mr.  Carr.  Turning  now  to  AC&I  issues.  The  budget  request  in- 
cludes $45  million  for  the  Seagoing  Buoy  Tender  Replacement 
Project.  As  you  pointed  out  in  our  earlier  discussion  about  the  ice 
breakers,  Marinette  Marine,  Inc.  was  just  awarded  the  contract  for 
the  lead  ship  construction,  and  you  said  it  was  under  budget.  Give 
us  some  further  detail  on  the  contract's  savings  that  you  were  able 
to  achieve  there. 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  we  had  estimated  something  around  $60 
million  for  the  lead  ship  based  on  our  estimate.  That  was  on  the 
basis  of  what  we  felt  the  design  would  look  like.  We  went  out  on 
this  procurement  a  little  bit  differently.  We  went  out  with  a  spon- 
sor's requirement  document,  not  designing  a  ship  ourselves  and 
handing  it  to  someone  saying  tell  us  what  you  will  charge  us  to 
build  it  such  as  an  architect  would  go  out  and  design  a  house  and 
give  it  to  a  contractor.  We  let  the  person  who  had  to  build  it  take 
these  requirements  and  tell  us  what  kind  of  ship  they  would  build, 
and  a  series  of  them  came  in  with  a  preliminary  design. 

We  gave  them  money  to  go  back  out  and  do  a  contract  type 
design  on  which  to  base  what  kind  of  vessel  they  would  build,  and  I 
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think  Marinette  did  a  very  good  job  of  sharpening  their  pencil, 
coming  in  with  a  very  good  vessel  that  had  some  inherent  cost  sav- 
ings in  it  with  what  we  feel  is  a  very  good  price,  and  certainly  not 
only  was  it  a  good  price,  it  was  a  very  excellent  design  that  they 
came  forward  with,  and  we  are  very  pleased  with  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Of  course,  one  of  the  losing  bidders  has  lodged  a  pro- 
test with  the  General  Accounting  Office,  right? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  that  protest  has  been  withdrawn.  Within 
three  weeks  that  was  all  settled,  yes.  That  was  Bollinger.  They  en- 
tered a  protest  and  after  meeting  with  us  and  asking  for  more  in- 
formation, we  sent  it  to  them.  Once  they  had  a  briefing,  they  with- 
drew their  protest,  and  the  commence  work  order  has  been  given, 
so  we  are  very  pleased  with  that,  too. 

Mr.  Carr.  Doesn't  the  Coast  Guard  have  standards  for  contract 
awards  that  require  special  contract  procedures  if  the  winning  can- 
didate is  more  than  10  percent  over  or  20  percent  under  the  gov- 
ernment's preliminary  estimate  of  all  the  costs  of  the  work  to  be 
done  and  if  so,  did  Marinette  fall  within  the  guidelines? 

Admiral  Kime.  They  were  certainly  not  within  10  percent,  and 
the  decision  as  to  which  award  to  take  has  been  delegated  to  me 
and  I  have  subsequently  delegated  it  to  the  Vice  Commandant  of 
the  Coast  Guard.  Admiral  Nelson  is  still  here.  I  would  ask  him  to 
speak  to  that  if  he  is  prepared  to  today. 

Admiral  Nelson.  We  looked  at  the  design  that  Marinette  came 
in  with.  It  had  a  lot  of  savings  in  it  and  it  had  a  single  screw 
versus  a  twin  screw.  It  had  a  lot  of  other  savings  as  the  Comman- 
dant indicated.  On  the  basis  of  our  detailed  review,  we  felt  that  the 
estimate  that  they  had  come  in  with  was  very  supportable.  That 
was  one  of  the  key  factors  that  we  looked  at  before  we  made  the 
award. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  a  double  screw  versus  a  single  screw  materially 
impact  on  its  performance? 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  talk  about  that.  The  180- 
foot  buoy  tenders  that  we  have  now  are,  some,  over  50  years  old 
and  have  performed  extremely  well.  These  vessels  have  just  one 
propeller.  Some  have  no  bow  thrusters,  and  they  have  no  comput- 
erized dynamic  positioning  system  to  utilize.  The  Marinette  vessel 
has  a  single  screw,  it  has  thrusters,  and  it  also  has  a  dynamic  posi- 
tioning system,  so  from  that  point  of  view  we  see  no  reason  why 
this  isn't  just  as  good  as  a  twin  screw. 

Certainly  we  have  very  positive  experience  over  50  years  with 
almost  40  ships  during  most  of  that  time  that  had  a  single  screw. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  guess  I  am  just  a  layman  at  these  things.  I 
don't  know  that  much  about  it,  but  twin  screws  tend  to  give  you  a 
little  more  maneuverability,  don't  they? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  by  themselves  they  do,  but  when  you  have 
the  thrusters  and  the  dynamic  system,  of  course,  that  certainly 
helps. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  other  work  is  currently  going  on  in  Marin- 
ette's shipyard? 

Admiral  Nelson.  They  just  completed  work  on  three  Navy  ships. 
They  were  just  wrapping  up.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  were  laying 
off  personnel  at  that  time.  They  will  be  gearing  back  up  for  this 
ship. 
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Mr.  Carr.  So  this  ship  is  the  only  thing  that  is  going  on  there  of 
any  major  construction? 

Admiral  Nelson.  I  can't  say  it  is  the  only  thing.  It  probably  is, 
yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  the  only  government  work  that  you  know  of? 

Admiral  Nelson.  Other  than  what  they  are  completing  for  the 
Navy. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  experience  that  the  Navy 
has  had  with  them? 

Admiral  Nelson.  Very  good.  That  was  one  of  the  factors — their 
past  performance.  The  Navy  gave  them  a  very  excellent  report.  As 
a  matter  of  fact  there  was  a  lot  of  innovation  in  this  particular 
design  that  they  gave  us.  We  were  very,  very  pleased  with  it.  It  got 
very  high  marks  in  a  number  of  areas,  including  a  lot  of  cost  sav- 
ings innovations. 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  add  that  I  mentioned  these 
ice  breaking  tugs  up  in  the  Great  Lakes  and  the  aids  to  navigation 
barges  that  they  push.  Marinette  built  those  for  us  also. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  do  you  assess  the  risks  associated  with  cost  and 
scheduling  performance  at  this  point? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  think  that  for  cost,  low,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  as  for  schedule  risk,  medium.  It  is  a  lead  ship  design  and  con- 
struction delays  are  possible.  We  think  they  are  medium  and  we 
think  they  would  be  that  way  for  most  any  yard. 

Technical  risk  is  low.  We  think  it  is  state-of-the-art  technology, 
and  that  it  is  a  mature  design  and  technology  that  they  are  going 
to  be  using. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well — and  how  many  ships  do  you — there  is  six  in  this 
or  four  with  follow-on  of  two? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  there  is  a  contract  for  a  lead  ship  with  op- 
tions for  four  more.  The  remaining  eleven  would  go  out  for  open 
competition.  The  initial  study  we  have  done  of  both  the  oceangoing, 
the  coastal  and  the  buoy  boats  indicates  we  need  a  mix  of  16  large, 
14  medium,  and  about  34  buoy  boats.  We  will  continue  to  upgrade 
that  assessment  as  we  go  along. 

seagoing  buoy  tender  construction  options 

Mr.  Carr.  Of  the  total  budget  request  of  $45  million,  $36  million 
is  requested  to  award  construction  options  for  two  additional  seago- 
ing buoy  tenders,  as  you  have  testified.  How  far  along  with  the  con- 
struction on  the  lead  ship  will  you  be  at  the  time  you  intend  to 
award  the  option  for  two  more?  Do  you  understand  my  question? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  I  understand  your  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  question  is  are  we  building  a  prototype  or  are  we  building  a 
lead  ship,  and  this  was  very  thoroughly  discussed.  What  you  are 
saying  is  hovv^  far  along  do  they  have  to  go  with  the  first  one  until 
we  are  satisfied  they  are  going  to  do  a  good  job  before  we  award  a 
contract  for  the  others.  We  have  looked  at  that  very  carefully,  and 
they  will  have  some  significant  progress  made.  The  vessel  will  not 
be  operating  under  its  own  power,  obviously,  but  as  I  said,  we  feel 
this  is  based  on  the  history  of  the  yard,  based  on  the  fact  that  the 
yard  did  the  design  themselves  knowing  best  what  they  can  do  and 
feeling  there  is  a  very  low  technical  risk  in  this,  and  the  fact  that 
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the  economies  of  scale  applied  with  consistent  work  force,  et  cetera, 
that  the  benefits  to  us  accrue  to  go  ahead  and  let  the  award  for  the 
next  two. 

Now,  when  we  bought  the  motor  life  boats  we  did  a  prototype 
and  tested  it,  then  we  bought  five  preproduction  models  which  we 
will  test,  but  that  is  as  much  an  art  as  it  is  a  science — technology 
of  small  boats  in  this  particular  area.  But,  this  is  a  rather  large 
vessel.  This  is  not  space  age  science  by  any  means.  This  is  well 
within  the  state  of  the  art,  what  we  are  talking  about,  and  we  feel 
this  is  the  best  procurement  strategy.  That  was  well-thrashed  out 
with  the  Department  of  Transportation  and  ourselves  in-house. 

We  think  it  will  cost  us  more  if  we  wait,  considerably  more. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  trying  to  understand  the  design,  the  phases  of  all 
this  stuff.  You  just  awarded  a  contract  so  presumably  their  first 
step  is  to  do  complete  and  detailed  construction  drawings;  is  that 
not  fair? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  long  does  that  take  typically? 

Admiral  Kime.  It  will  take  them  probably  several  months  to  do 
that.  They  did  a  preliminary  design.  The  steps  in  designing  a  ship 
are  preliminary  design,  then  a  contract  design.  They  have  done 
both  of  those.  Now  they  are  going  to  do  construction  drawings,  and 
they  will  probably  begin  laying  steel  before  too  awfully  long.  They 
will  have  to  do  the  structural  drawings,  the  machinery,  piping, 
electrical  drawings,  the  drawings  for  electronics,  all  of  these  things, 
but  ship  construction  will  progress.  They  won't  wait  until  they 
have  finished  all  the  drawings  before  they  get  going. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  so  they  will  be  under  construction  by  what, 
about 

Admiral  Kime.  I  would  imagine  that  by  this  summer  if  they 
haven't  started  already  they  will  be  laying  steel.  We  have  a  resi- 
dent inspector  there  that  will  be  supervising  this  and  monitoring  it 
on  a  day-to-day  basis. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  will  take  approximately,  what,  two  years  to  build  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  Well,  we  will  get  delivery  of  the  first  one  in  fiscal 
year  1996,  that  is  what  we  believe. 

Mr.  Carr.  Which,  I  guess,  is  about  a  two-year  period  to  actually 
bend  the  metal  and  all  that  stuff? 

Admiral  Kime.  And  everything  that  has  to  be  done  to  it,  such  as 
the  trials. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  the  electronics  and  everything  else. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  testing. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  long  a  ship  is  this? 

Admiral  Kime.  220-plus  feet.  It  is  longer  because  it  has  the  oil- 
skimming  capability.  We  have  a  tank  in  there  to  contain  the  oil 
that  is  skimmed. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  guess  our  overall  question  is  why  we  need  to  appro- 
priate $36  million  for  the  additional  ships  at  this  time.  I  think  we 
would  probably  like  to  have  some  more  information  from  you. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  can  give  you  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  About  how  that  relates  in  terms  of  the  long  haul  here. 
Like  you  say,  we  don't  want  to  have  fluctuations  that  will  cause 
peaks  and  valleys  of  activity  at  Marinette.  That  is  not  very  eco- 
nomic. 
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On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  we  should  not  do  it  any  sooner  than 
we  have  to  relative  to  the  risks  involved  in  the  program,  even 
though  you  regard  them  as  low. 

Admiral  Kime.  Mr.  Chairman,  certainly  we  agree  with  all  that 
and  we  can  provide  with  you  that  information.  Let  me  point  out, 
though,  that  we  have  provided  briefs  to  the  Department  and  to 
0MB  about  what  we  are  concerned  about  for  the  future.  In  AC&I 
we  have  averaged  over  past  years  in  excess  of  $500  million  a  year 
in  AC&I  to  recapitalize  a  capital  plant  of  about  $18  billion,  and  a 
good  deal  of  that  money  came  from  DOD.  In  the  last  few  years,  es- 
pecially last  year,  that  amount  shrunk  to  $340  million.  We  have  a 
great  number  of  vessels,  aircraft,  and  shore  facilities  that  we  need 
to  rehabilitate  or  replace,  and  I  have  referred  to  this  as  a  bow 
wave.  We  are  pushing  it  out.  It  is  like  a  snowball  rolling  downhill. 
The  longer  you  wait,  it  gets  bigger,  and  I  don't  know  if  there  is  any 
reason  to  expect  that  we  would  have  the  outlay  authority  or  budget 
authority  in  the  outyears  to  do  that  with  these  other  things  facing 

us. 

In  addition,  the  longer  we  keep  this  old  fleet  of  vessels  going— m 
other  words  I  have  26  seagoing  and  11  coastal,  for  37  total  buoy 
tenders.  We  are  going  to  cut  that  total  to  30.  We  are  going  to  great- 
ly reduce  the  size  of  the  crews  on  these  vessels,  and  I  can  provide 
you  with  an  operating  figure  dollar  savings  that  we  are  going  to 
accrue  as  a  result  of  that. 

In  addition,  there  is  cost  avoidance  of  maintenance  because  old 
ships  cost  more  to  maintain,  so  we  think  for  many,  many  reasons, 
the  economic  basis,  that  the  decision  that  we  have  made  is  the 
right  one. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  vessels 

Admiral  Kime.  And  also,  this  initiative  was  recognized  by  the 
President  in  his  document,  "Vision  for  Change  in  America". 

Mr.  Carr.  Admiral,  how  many  vessels  total  do  you  have? 

Admiral  Kime.  Vessels  total?  Over  220.  That  is  ships,  yes. 

The  buoy  tender  replacement  was  recognized  by  the  President, 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  good  investment,  as  I  said,  in  his  plan  that  he 
has  put  out. 

new  navigational  buoy 

Mr.  Carr.  Then  surely  it  must  be.  How  can  we  question  it?  The 
trade  press  reports  indicate  that  the  Coast  Guard  is  considering  a 
new  style  of  navigational  buoy.  What  is  that  all  about? 

Admiral  Kime.  A  new  style  of  navigational? 

Mr.  Carr.  Buoy. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  have  been  looking  at 

Mr.  Carr.  Maybe  the  trade  press  is  wrong  again. 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  no,  we  have  been  looking  at  lightweight 
buoys,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  various  types,  but  I  don't  know  which  one, 
just  based  on  the  information  that  you  have  there  you  are  refer- 
ring to. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  am  looking  at  the  trade  newsletter,  and  it  says 
that  you  are  looking  at  a  new  style  of  buoy  that  is  from  commer- 
cial steel  fabricators  which  is  expected  to  withstand  damage  from 
collision,  less  costly  to  maintain,  and  it  refers  to  them  as  lighted 
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buoyant  buoys.  Is  there  such  a  thing  as  a  nonbuoyant  buoy?  That  is 
rather  strange  journalism  there.  Also  known  as  articulated  lights 
in  service  some  time  later  this  year  and  they  have  a  buoyant  light 
that  is  placed  on  top  of  a  pipe  which  is  fastened  by  a  hinge  or  a 
flange  directly  to  a  mooring  block  on  the  bottom  of  the  ocean. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  can  give  you  a  detailed  brief  on  that,  Mr.  Sec- 
retary, yes.  We  do  lose  a  lot  of  buoys  from  collisions  and  this  is 
something  that 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  really?  Do  people  plow  into  them? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  seems  amazing  to  me. 

Admiral  Kime.  People  fly  airplanes  into  trees  and  everything.  It 
is  unfortunate. 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes,  but  you  never,  never,  never  hit  the  landing  lights. 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  because  they  are  counter  sunk. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  it?  I  don't  know  a  thing  about  buoys. 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  just  what  you  have  described.  The  pipe  is  ar- 
ticulated and  extends  above  the  water.  We  feel  it  has  some  cost  ad- 
vantages, better  service. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  one  of  these  days  I  hope  maybe  you  can  take  me 
out  and  show  me  what  all  that  is  all  about.  It  seems  pretty  inter- 
esting. Are  any  of  these  design  changes  to  the  buoys  going  to  affect 
the  design  change  to  your  seagoing  buoy  tenders  at  all? 

Admiral  Kime.  No,  we  have  taken  that  into  consideration  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  as  far  as  the  size,  types,  numbers,  no  changes  are 
seen  right  now,  but  as  I  mentioned  to  you  before,  as  we  progress 
along,  we  will  constantly  look  at  the  numbers  of  buoy  tender  re- 
sources that  we  have.  There  are  restrictions  on  our  ability  to  use 
this  articulated  buoy. 

investment  proposal 

Mr.  Carr.  The  investment  proposals  of  the  President's  budget  in- 
clude $35  million  for  the  Coast  Guard's  AC&I  account.  What  part 
of  that  request  is  for  the  WLB  program  and  exactly  how  do  you 
intend  to  use  those  funds? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  indicated  in  the  President's  investment  proposal,  $35  million  has  been  request- 
ed for  both  the  VTS  2000  and  WLB  projects.  The  amount  of  "investment"  requested 
is  larger  than  the  VTS  2000  request  and  smaller  than  the  WLB  request.  Notwith- 
standing the  inclusion  of  these  funds  in  the  President's  investment  initiative,  we 
have  always  considered  the  $35  million  as  part  of  our  total  AC&I  requirement  for 
FY  1994  and  we  consider  full  funding  of  both  projects  among  our  highest  priorities. 
In  allocating  the  investment  total  ($35  million)  across  both  projects  we  used  an  esti- 
mation methodology  that  involves  application  of  Coast  Guard  operational  statistics 
to  our  budgeting  and  accounting  systems  in  order  to  allocate  funding  across  various 
operating  programs.  Using  this  methodology  to  allocate  the  $35  million  investment 
funding — for  illustrative  purposes — approximately  $22,900,000  of  the  funds  are  allo- 
cated to  the  WLB  replacement  project,  and  $12,100,000  are  allocated  to  VTS  2000. 
Again,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  made  no  attempt  to  formally 
separate  or  break  out  these  two  projects  from  our  overall  AC&I  request  of  $414  mil- 
lion. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  be  the  total  estimated  project  cost  before 
the  contract  award  and  what  is  it  now? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  initial  Sea  Going  Buoy  Tender  (WLB)  cost  estimate,  based  on  a  one-for-one 
replacement  of  the  existing  26  ship  WLB  fleet  was  $1,564M.  The  "Service  Force  Mix 
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2000"  study,  published  in  July,  1992,  reflected  the  improved  capabilities  of  the  new 
buoy  tender  and  reduced  the  number  of  replacement  WLBs  required  from  26  to  16. 
The  report  also  increased  the  required  number  of  Coastal  Buoy  Tenders  (WLM) 
from  11  to  14.  Initial  cost  estimate  for  16  WLBs  was  $920M.  The  current  total 
project  cost  estimate  for  16  WLBs,  based  on  the  lead  ship  contract  award  price  (Jan. 
93),  is  $660-$700M.  A  range  is  provided  since  firm  prices  have  only  been  received  for 
the  lead  ship  plus  up  to  four  option  ships.  Final  cost  estimates  for  this  project 
cannot  be  projected  until  bids  are  received  for  the  11  remaining  ships. 

Mr.  Carr.  Detail  for  the  record  the  outyear  costs  and  delivery 
schedule  for  the  WLB  program. 
[The  information  follows:] 

WLB  OUTYEAR  COSTS  IN  THEN-YEAR  DOLLARS 

p.     .  Funding  (Dollars  Vessel 

nscai  year  1^  [pjUJQps)  acquisitions 

Prior  year  funding 76.1                  NA 

1993 10 

1994 45.0 

1995 34.5 

1996 39.8 

1997        150.0-165.0 

1998 156.0-171.0 

1999 125.0-135.0 

2000 19.0        0 

2001 10.1        0 

2002 4.3        0 

The  financial  summary  provided  is  based  on  the  recent  lead  ship  contract  and 
current  production  contract  estimates.  Ranges  reflect  uncertainty  associated  with 
outyear  cost  estimates.  Actual  costs  will  be  determined  by  competitive  bid.  Firm 
prices  have  only  been  received  for  the  lead  ship  plus  up  to  four  option  ships. 

We  lack  sufficient  information  to  detail  a  ship  by  ship  delivery  schedule  at  this 
time.  However,  we  expect  lead  ship  delivery  in  1st  quarter  FY  96,  with  subsequent 
ships  delivered,  on  average,  two  years  after  contract  award.  Projected  dates  for  the 
production  phase  are:  FY  97,  award  production  contract,  FY  99,  lead  production 
vessel  delivery,  FY  02,  last  production  vessel  delivery. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  plans  to  have  37  personnel  on  site 
managing  the  contract.  We  encourage  proper  oversight,  but  37 
sounds  like  a  lot  of  people.  Why  do  you  think  you  need  so  many? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Seagoing  Buoy  Tender  (WLB)  Project  Resident  Office  (PRO)  staffing  is  based  upon 
Coast  Guard  experience  administering  shipbuilding  and  repair  contracts.  The  WLB 
PRO  staff  size  was  based  on  a  careful  evaluation  of  the  anticipated  WLB  workload 
which  includes  contract  administration,  quality  assurance,  cost /performance  moni- 
toring, technical  support/ review,  logistics  support/ review,  inspection  oversight  and 
administrative  staff.  Past  experience  has  shown  the  importance  of  having  sufficient 
numbers  of  personnel  assigned  to  PRO  staffs  immediately  after  contract  award  and 
throughout  the  life  of  the  contract.  On  site  administration  staffing  levels  will  be 
carefully  monitored  and  adjustments  made  as  appropriate. 

OPBAT  HELICOPTERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Moving  to  operation  Bahamas  Turks  and  Caicos? 

Admiral  Kime.  Operation  Bahamas  and  Turks  and  Caicos. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  September  1992  the  Inspector  General  of  the  de- 
partment issued  a  report  suggesting  the  Coast  Guard  could  save 
$136  million  in  acquisition,  construction,  and  improvement  funds 
by  using  U.S.  Army  Blackhawk  helicopters  instead  of  procuring 
new  SH-60  helicopters  for  its  OPBAT  operation.  Apparently  the 
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Department  of  Defense  denied  the  Coast  Guard's  request;  is  that 
correct? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  Army  said 
they  had  less  than  48  percent  of  the  Blackhawks  that  they  needed. 
In  addition,  the  costs  to  marinize  a  Blackhawk  to  use  in  over-water 
service  was  also  going  to  be  significant,  and  it  would  result  also  in 
the  Coast  Guard  operating  two  different  types  of  aircraft. 

Mr.  Carr.  Was  the  cost  more  than  $136  million? 

Admiral  Kime.  They  didn't  have  the  aircraft  to  give  us,  Mr. 
Chairman.  That  was  the  thing,  but  even  if  they  had  them  there 
would  have  been  a  cost,  yes,  on  the  long-term  basis,  all  factors 
being  considered. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  was  1992.  I  mean,  is  there  any  hope  that  they 
are  going  to — I  mean  they  are  undergoing  some  great  change,  too. 
They  are  just  telling  you  they  are  going  to  need  as  many 

Admiral  Kime.  I  asked  the  same  question  as  you  did,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  the  answer  I  got  was  their  need  would  probably  be  great- 
er because  that  is  not  the  area  that  the  Army  is  drawing  down  in. 

Mr.  Carr.  Of  the  $55.2  million  requested  for  OPBAT,  how  much 
is  actually  for  helicopters  and  how  much  for  spares  and  other 
items? 

Admiral  Kime.  I  think  we  have  that  in  the  budget  sheet.  If  not,  I 
can  provide  that  for  you  for  the  record.  It  is  a  standard  outfitting 
for  these.  We  have  bought  40  of  these  already,  so  I  think  we  have  a 
pretty  good  indication  what  this  would  be. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Of  the  $55.2  million  requested  for  OPBAT,  $45.0  million  is  for  helicopters  ($15.0 
million  each  for  3  aircraft)  and  $10.2  million  is  for  spares. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  1994  the  final  year  for  OPBAT  funding? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  initially  we  asked  for  47  which  would  in- 
clude attrition  spares,  four  attrition  spares.  In  developing  the 
President's  budget  we  agreed  that  we  would  use  the  OPBAT  heli- 
copters in  operation  as  attrition  spares  and  adjust  as  necessary,  so 
this  is  the  last  request  that  I,  as  Commandant,  will  make  for  HH- 
60  helicopters.  We  want  to  be  able  to  MIPR  on  to  the  Navy  con- 
tract on  this  while  the  line  is  still  going  because  the  cost  will  be 
significantly  less  than  if  we  try  to  go  get  them  ourselves.  I  don't 
think  you  are  going  to  see  the  Coast  Guard  coming  forward  for  ad- 
ditional HH-60s  after  this. 

PACIFIC  area  construction  PROJECTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Another  IG  report  reviewed  nine  AC&I  construction 
projects  in  the  Pacific  area  and  they  concluded  that  the  Coast 
Guard  did  not  have  assurance  that  $28  million  in  planned  expendi- 
tures was  necessary.  Can  you  tell  me  what  the  response  of  the 
Coast  Guard  is  to  those  recommendations  and  whether  the  budget 
reflects  those  recommendations? 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes,  the  budget  does  reflect  those.  We  have  taken 
another  look  at  these  to  revalidate  them.  I  think  the  ones  of  most 
concern  are  the  Group  North  Bend,  Support  Center  San  Pedro,  and 
Group  Port  Angeles  medical  facilities  that  we  have.  They  were 
trying  to  base  their  numbers  on  outpatient  visits  over  a  certain 
amount  of  time,  but  we  have  consistently  sized  our  medical  facili- 
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ties  based  on  other  information  such  as  the  number  of  people  in 
the  catchment  area,  the  active  duty  population,  the  required  equip- 
ment, our  space  component  standards  and  the  number  of  medical 
and  dental  officers  and  dental  and  medical  technicians  assigned. 
We  have  revalidated  the  need  for  those. 

VESSEL  TRAFFIC  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Let's  turn  to  the  Vessel  Traffic  Services,  or  VTS,  pro- 
gram. This  is  a  long-term  effort  encompassing  several  years  and  ul- 
timately will  cost  more  than  $200  million  for  VTS  systems  in  17 
ports.  The  fiscal  year  1994  request  is  for  $27.6  million.  Currently 
the  Coast  Guard  is  working  on  three  locations:  New  York,  Puget 
Sound,  and  San  Francisco.  Although  the  program  is  on  schedule, 
there  is  considerable  risk  in  the  schedule,  according  to  the  program 
manager.  Please  elaborate  on  this  risk  and  what  the  Coast  Guard 
is  doing  to  maintain  schedule. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  currently  has  two  separate,  but  related,  VTS  projects  as  directed 
in  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990.  The  VTS  Upgrade  and  Expansion  Project  is  to  up- 
grade system  capabilities  and  expand  VTS  coverage  at  existing  VTS  ports  including 
New  York,  Puget  Sound,  and  San  Francisco.  The  Coast  Guard  FY94  budget  request 
includes  $4.4M  to  complete  this  project. 

The  schedules  for  the  Upgrade  and  Expansion  project  in  New  York,  Puget  Sound, 
and  San  Francisco  are  very  ambitious.  The  primary  elements  that  make  up  the 
schedule  risk  include:  Software  development  and  system  integration,  equipment  in- 
stallations, coordination  of  dependent  construction  projects,  communications  line  up- 
grades, site  acquisitions  and  environmental  assessments.  Software  development  and 
system  integration  have  always  posed  the  greatest  schedule  risk.  To  minimize  this 
risk  the  Coast  Guard  contracted  with  the  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  (NAWC)  to 
manage  software  development  and  system  integration.  Also,  to  save  time  we  are 
conducting  selected  integration  and  test  activities  in  parallel. 

The  other  project  is  the  VTS  2000  major  acquisition  project.  The  Coast  guard 
FY94  AC&I  request  contains  $27.6M  for  this  project.  The  VTS  2000  project  is  for  the 
design  and  construction  of  a  national  vessel  traffic  service  system  using  off  the  shelf 
technology  to  provide  enhanced  vessel  traffic  management  in  a  variety  of  selected 
ports  and  inland  waterways.  The  ports  which  are  being  considered  for  installation  of 
VTS  2000  systems  are  identified  in  the  Port  Needs  Study  as  having  positive  or  sensi- 
tive net  benefits  based  on  a  cost/benefit  analysis. 

The  schedule  for  VTS  2000  is  also  very  ambitious  and  is  considered  high  risk.  The 
magnitude  of  the  system  design,  software  development  and  integration,  site  acquisi- 
tions and  construction  significantly  increase  the  overall  schedule  risk  of  the  project. 
To  minimize  these  risks,  the  Coast  Guard  has  contracted  system  engineer  services 
from  a  Federally  Funded  Research  and  Development  Center  (FFRDC)  for  system  re- 
quirements and  initial  architectural  design.  The  FFRDC  is  a  recognized  expert  in 
the  field  of  Command  and  Control  systems.  To  further  reduce  design  and  construc- 
tion risk  to  the  Coast  Guard,  we  will  use  both  an  Independent  Verification  and  Vali- 
dation (IV&V),  and  an  Independent  Operation  Test  and  Evaluation  (lOT&E)  contrac- 
tor. The  IV&V  contractor  will  ensure  design  functions  are  performed  correctly,  and 
that  the  system  design  will  satisfy  Coast  Guard  requirements.  The  lOT&E  contrac- 
tor will  ensure  that  actual  system  construction  meets  or  exceeds  the  operational  re- 
quirements. 

MITRE  CONTRACT  ON  VTS  ENGINEERING 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  July  the  Coast  Guard  entered  into  a  contract 
with  the  Mitre  Corporation  to  perform  the  system  engineering  for 
the  program.  Why  didn't  the  Coast  Guard  compete  for  this  con- 
tract, instead  of  awarding  it  sole  source  to  Mitre? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  VTS  2000  project  system  engineering  effort  requires  a  unique  combination  of 
technical  capabilities  which  include  technical  expertise  in:  systems  integration,  evo- 
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lutionary  Information  Resource  Management/Federal  Information  Processing  (IRM/ 
FIP)  systems,  applicable  federal  regulations,  telecommunications,  sensor  integration 
and  data  storage. 

The  Coast  Guard  determined  that  a  Federally  Funded  Research  and  Development 
Center  (FFRDC),  or  a  similar  type  organization,  would  be  most  appropriate  since 
they:  (1)  would  be  necessary  for  a  sustained  long  term  engineering  contract,  and  (2) 
would  not  compete  with  commercial  contractors  for  the  final  integration  contract. 
The  integration  contract  will  constitute  the  bulk  of  the  VTS  project  costs  and  will 
be  awarded  through  a  full  and  open  competition.  The  Coast  Guard  requires  FFRDC 
services  to  provide  initial  system  architectural  design  and  in  a  long  term  overseer 
role  once  the  integration  and  construction  contract  has  begun. 

The  Coast  Guard  reviewed  the  capabilities  and  availability  of  candidate  organiza- 
tions including  GSA's  FEDSIM,  GSA's  Office  of  Technology  Assistance,  Federal  In- 
formation Support  Program,  Capital  Zone;  and  other  FFRDCs  and  similar  type  orga- 
nizations, mitre's  Civil  Systems  Division  was  the  organization  found  to  provide  the 
best  match  between  the  scope  of  work  and  the  special  competency  required  to  com- 
plete the  VTS  2000  project. 

Federal  regulations  provide  that  sustained  engineering  efforts  provided  by  Feder- 
ally Funded  Research  and  Development  Centers  and  similar  organizations  are 
exempt  from  full  and  open  competition. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  month,  the  Coast  Guard  intends  to  award  a 
follow-on  contract  to  Mitre  for  approximately  $8  million  for  two  to 
three  years  work  on  the  engineering;  is  that  correct? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  Coast  Guard  awarded  a  contract  for  approximately  $8.08M  on  3  May 
1993  to  continue  the  current  systems  of  engineering  effort  through  CY  1995. 

VTS  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  The  original  budget  justification  material  submitted  to 
the  committee  indicated  that  $21  million  of  the  total  request  of 
$27.6  million  was  needed  for  equipment  and  $5  million  was  needed 
for  contract  support.  This  information  was  subsequently  revised  to 
request  $3.5  million  for  the  system  engineer  contract  and  $21  mil- 
lion for  the  system  integrator  (design  and  software  development). 
This  action  does  not  give  the  committee  confidence  that  the  Coast 
Guard  is  managing  this  program  as  tightly  and  as  well  as  we  would 
like  to  see  it  managed.  How  do  you  explain  this  action?  What  ex- 
actly do  you  intend  to  do  with  the  funds  requested  for  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  cost  estimates  provided  in  the  revised  budget  sheet  provide  an  accurate  repre- 
sentation of  where  the  funding  will  be  used  in  FY  94. 

The  Coast  Guard  awarded  the  System  Engineer  contract  on  May  3,  1993  for  three 
years  to  MITRE  Corp  at  a  total  cost  of  $8.08  million.  The  FY94  allocation  for  that 
contract  is  approximately  $3.5  million.  Our  recent  experience  has  indicated  that 
port  specific  Survey  and  Design  work  is  not  as  expensive  as  the  Administration 
costs  necessary  to  support  these  and  other  ongoing  efforts.  Therefore  funding  shifted 
out  of  survey  and  design  and  into  Admin  Support. 

In  FY94,  we  anticipate  awarding  the  System  Integrator  contract  for  the  detailed 
design  and  construction  of  the  VTC  and  remote  sites.  At  that  time  we  expect  to  fi- 
nalize site  acquisitions  and  begin  construction.  The  majority  of  equipment  will  not 
be  procured  until  FY95.  The  revised  budget  sheet  moves  away  from  allocation  of 
total  system  costs  to  specific  ports  and  instead  indicates  that  developing  a  national 
Vessel  Traffic  Management  System  which  provides  a  standardized  array  of  services 
in  a  variety  of  diverse  operating  areas  demands  extensive  prior  planning  and  coordi- 
nation. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  gone  to  great  lengths  to  ensure  that  we  provide  the  best  and 
most  affordable  vessel  management  system  for  America's  ports  and  waterways. 
Mitre  Corporation,  a  Federally  Funded  Research  and  Development  Center,  and  an 
ackno\yledged  expert  in  the  field  of  command  and  control  systems,  was  contracted  to 
assist  in  system  architectural  development  and  to  oversee  implementation  by  the 
system  integrators.  An  Independent  Verification  and  Validation  of  the  System  Inte- 
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grator  design  will  be  conducted  through  a  separate  contractor  to  ensure  the  design 
will  meet  all  contract  specifications.  Yet  another  contractor  will  provide  Independ- 
ent Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  services  to  ensure  the  completed  system  meets 
Coast  Guard  operational  requirements. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  does  the  money  requested  for  the  system  integra- 
tor differ  from  the  system  engineering  work  performed  by  Mitre? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Mitre,  the  System  Engineer  (SE),  will  assist  with  the  higher  level  national  design, 
including  the  full  life  cycle  systems  engineering  and  planning  required  to  perform 
systems  acquisition  and  rapid  prototyping  during  development.  Design  areas  include 
system  architecture,  standards  selection,  operational  concepts,  information  sharing, 
requirements  definition,  analysis  of  alternatives,  logistics  support,  and  defining  pro- 
gram and  operational  measurements.  The  SE  will  also  assist  in  contract  specifica- 
tion development  and  other  contract  administrative  functions. 

Within  the  design  framework  developed  by  the  SE,  the  System  Integrator  contrac- 
tor will  perform  detailed  subsystem  design,  software  development  and  program- 
ming. They  will  also  be  responsible  for  procuring  VTS  2000  hardware,  integrating 
with  required  software,  construction  of  appropriate  Vessel  Traffic  Centers  (VTC) 
and  remote  sites,  installation  of  hardware,  and  initial  maintenance  of  the  system  at 
the  VTS  2000  facility  site. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  the  Mitre  effort  will  last  for  three  years,  aren't  you 
building  a  lot  of  concurrency  into  the  program  by  funding  the 
system  integrator  effort  at  such  a  high  level  in  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No,  the  system  engineering  and  system  integrator  efforts  do  not  overlap,  they  per- 
form completely  different  functions. 

As  the  System  Engineer,  Mitre  will  assist  with  development  of  the  higher  level 
national  design,  including  the  full  life  cycle  system  engineering  and  development  of 
the  system  requirements,  analysis  of  alternatives,  specifications  and  operational 
measurements. 

The  System  Integrator  will  be  a  separate  contractor  that  uses  these  broad  specifi- 
cations to  design  a  working  system.  The  Systems  Integrator  will  procure  the  hard- 
ware, develop  software  for  integration,  construct  the  sites  and  install  the  system.  At 
this  point  the  System  Engineer  role  shifts  to  one  of  overseer  to  ensure  compliance 
by  the  System  Integrator  with  the  national  design.  These  efforts  must  go  forward  in 
parallel  in  FY94  for  this  project  to  meet  the  ambitious  initial  operating  capability 
scheduled  for  FY96. 

VTS — PUGET  SOUND  AND  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Mr.  Carr.  Explain  once  again  why  you  decided  to  do  work  in 
Puget  Sound  and  San  Francisco  early  in  the  program,  even  though 
they  have  negative  net  present  values  of  benefits  and  costs.  Also, 
include  in  the  hearing  record  a  copy  of  the  net  present  value  chart 
from  the  1991  Port  Needs  Study. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  projects  to  upgrade  the  VTSs  in  San  Francisco  and  in  Puget  Sound  represent 
improvements  to  existing  facilities  whose  presence  long  precedes  the  1991  Port 
Needs  Study  (PNS).  In  fact,  the  San  Francisco  VTS  evolved  from  the  experimental 
San  Francisco  Harbor  Advisory  Radar  Project  begun  in  1970.  The  collision  of  the 
tankers  ARIZONA  STANDARD  and  OREGON  STANDARD  beneath  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge  in  1971  received  nationwide  attention  and  stimulated  passage  of  two 
laws  which  form  the  basis  of  Coast  Guard  statutory  authority  to  manage  vessel  traf- 
fic in  U.S.  waters.  These  laws  were  the  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  of  1972  and 
the  Bridge-to-Bridge  Radiotelephone  Act.  The  San  Francisco  testbed  was  the  proto- 
type for  the  first  generation  of  VTSs  brought  on  line  beginning  in  1972  at  San  Fran- 
cisco and  New  Orleans. 

The  two  improvement  projects  at  these  VTSs  also  precede  the  Port  Needs  Study. 
In  1990,  Congress  directed  the  Coast  Guard  in  1990  to  expand  surveillance  to  the 
Port  of  Tacoma  and  to  upgrade  the  Vessel  Traffic  Center  (VTC).  This  improvement 
was  in  response  to  a  large  increase  in  the  volume  of  shipping  into  Tacoma.  In  the 
case  of  San  Francisco,  the  expansion  project  began  at  the  request  of  the  local  Coast 
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Guard  District  Commander  after  an  exhaustive  operational  evaluation  in  1989  re- 
vealed surveillance  shortcomings  in  a  narrow  channel  where  the  VTS  enforces  one- 
way traffic.  The  upgrade  of  the  San  Francisco  VTC  is  a  logical  improvement  follow- 
ing identical  upgrades  in  New  York  and  Puget  Sound  and  will  enable  standardiza- 
tion of  equipment  support  and  watchstander  training  programs. 

The  objective  of  the  Port  Needs  Study  was  to  create  an  economic  framework  for 
long  range  VTS  planning.  Because  of  the  future  orientation  of  the  Study,  its  rank- 
ings are  not  directly  related  to  incremental  improvements  or  discrete  expansions  of 
coverage  to  address  specific  navigational  problems  at  existing  VTSs.  Because  the 
Port  Needs  Study  showed  negative  net  benefits  to  establish  a  new  VTS  in  these  loca- 
tions does  not  detract  from  the  original  need  which  required  their  establishment  or 
of  the  need  to  continue  equipping  and  maintaining  them  so  they  may  provide  im- 
proved service  and  protect  the  marine  environment. 
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NET  PRESENT  VALUE  OF  BENEFITS  AND  COSTS  (in  $1 ,000.) 


GrouD/Zone 

Total 
Benefit 

Total 
Cost 

Net 
Benefit 

B/C 
Ratio 

Positive  Net  Benefit 

New  Orleans,  LA 

290,771 

37.036 

253,735 

7.85 

Port  Arthur.  TX 

108,270 

15,856 

92,414 

6.83 

Houston/Galveston.  TX 

89,661 

28.646 

61,015 

3.13 

Mobile,  AL 

57.747 

9.606 

48.141 

6.01 

Los  Angeles/Long  Beach,  CA 

55,846 

13.021 

42,827 

4.29 

Corpus  Christi,  TX 

35,424 

9,311 

26,113 

3.80 

Boston.  MA 

23,149 

7.999 

15,150 

2.89 

Sensitive  Net  Benefit' 

New  YorK.  NY 

35.480 

26.445 

9,035 

1.34 

Tampa.  FL 

13.185 

8,008 

5,177 

1.65 

Portland.  OR 

11.850 

9,647 

2.203 

1.23 

Philadelphia.  PA 

16.221 

14.032 

2.189 

1.16 

Baltimore.  MD  (North  Chesapeake) 

6.924 

8.593 

(1 .669) 

0.81 

Providence,  Rl 

5,281 

7,265 

(1 .984) 

0.73 

Long  Island  Sound,  NY 

6.837 

9,084 

(2.247) 

0.75 

Seattle.  WA  (Puget  Sound) 

21.717 

25,724 

(4.007) 

0.84 

Negative  Net  Benefit 

Jacksonville.  FL 

2,473 

6.421 

(3,948) 

0.39 

Wilmington,  NC 

2,939 

7,586 

(4,647) 

0.39 

Santa  Barbara,  CA 

3,888 

8.667 

(4,779) 

0.45 

PortspfKJuth.  NH 

23 

6,107 

(6.084) 

0.00 

Portland,  ME 

410 

7,687 

(7.277) 

0.05 

San  Francisco,  CA 

12,694 

22,624 

(9.930) 

0.56 

Anchorage.  AK  (Cook  Inlet) 

935 

14,473 

(13.538) 

0.06 

Hampton  Roads..  VA  (South  Chesapeake) 

4,531 

22.918 

(18.387) 

0.20 

1 

Sanslilv*  Net  Bonofit  Ports  -  Ports  in  which  ralailve  values  of  tho  not  benstiis  from  me  operation  of  a  VTS  were  found  to  Be 
comparatively  small,  and  may  ba  positive  or  negative  depending  on  va/iances  in  costs  or  benefits  during  sensitivity  analysis  of 
the  results. 
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INVESTMENT  PROPOSAL  FOR  VTS 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  of  the  $35  million  requested  for  the  AC&I 
account  in  the  President's  investment  proposals  is  intended  for  the 
VTS  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  indicated  in  the  President's  investment  proposal,  $35  million  has  been  request- 
ed for  both  the  VTS  2000  and  WLB  projects.  The  amount  requested  is  larger  than 
the  VTS  2000  request  and  smaller  than  the  WLB  request.  We  consider  full  funding 
of  both  projects  among  our  highest  priorities.  In  allocating  the  investment  total 
($35M)  across  both  projects  we  used  the  Coast  Guard's  "program  budget"  methodolo- 
gy, using  the  AC&I  Program  Budget  spread  to  allocate  the  $35  million  investment 
funding  for  illustrative  purposes,  approximately  $12,100K  are  allocated  to  VTS  2000. 
However,  Coast  Guard  budget  execution  is  not  program  based.  The  program  budget 
concept  involves  the  application  of  a  resource  use  model  (based  on  Coast  Guard  fa- 
cilities) to  our  budgeting  and  accounting  systems  in  order  to  allocate  funding  across 
various  operating  programs.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  made  no 
attempt  to  formally  separate  or  break  out  VTS  2000  from  our  overall  AC&I  request 
of$414M. 

Mr.  Carr.  Exactly  how  do  you  intend  to  use  the  funds? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Investment  funds  will  be  used  in  combination  with  other  AC&I  funding  to  contin- 
ue an  external  contract  with  a  federally  funded  research  and  development  center 
(MITRE  Corporation)  to  develop  the  overall  system  design.  This  design  links  a  varie- 
ty of  off  the  shelf  sensors,  such  as  radars  and  closed  circuit  television  cameras,  with 
a  computerized  communications  and  display  system.  However,  the  majority  of  the 
funding  will  go  towards  a  full  and  open  competition  contract  to  execute  the  system 
design,  develop  software  to  integrate  the  hardware  items,  and  construct  and  install 
the  Vessel  Traffic  Centers  and  numerous  remote  sensor  sites  at  the  various  ports. 
The  activities  of  the  these  two  firms  must  be  performed  in  parallel  to  some  degree 
to  ensure  completion  of  the  first  VTS  2000  site  in  FY1996  at  the  earliest. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  the  investment  funds  included  in  the  $45  million 
budget  request  or  in  addition  to  it? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  assume  the  question  relates  to  the  Seagoing  Buoy  Tender  (WLB)  request  of 
$45  million.  The  total  WLB  requirement  for  FY94  is  $45  million.  Investment  funds 
comprise  a  portion  ($22.9  million,  the  derivation  of  which  is  explained  in  the  previ- 
ous question)  of  this  total  requirement  and  are  not  in  addition  to  this  amount. 

LONG  RANGE  COMMAND  &  CONTROL  AIRCRAFT 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  the  C-20,  the  Gulfstream. 

Admiral  Kime.  It  is  sitting  on  the  runway  down  in  Savannah 
still  belonging  to  Gulfstream.  The  Defense  Appropriations  Act  di- 
rected in  report  language  that  the  Department  of  Defense  use 
available  funds  to  buy  one  for  the  Coast  Guard.  The  previous 
regime  over  at  DOD  said  that  that  was  not  sufficient  authority  to 
do  that. 

The  Coast  Guard  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  said 
that  is,  in  fact,  not  the  case,  and  that  we  have  made  many  procure- 
ments based  on  appropriations  directed  language;  it  is  not  a  re- 
quirement to  do  it,  but  certainly  it  is  authority  to  do  it  should  you 
choose  to. 

Secretary  of  Transportation  Card  wrote  a  letter  to  Secretary 
Cheney  asking  him  to  take  action  on  that.  He  did  not.  In  fact,  they 
included  that  as  part  of  the  rescission  package  to  pay  for  Somalia. 
That  has  since  been  withdrawn,  I  understand,  and  we,  along  with 
others,  will  be  approaching  the  new  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
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I  have  talked  to  Admiral  Kelso  about  releasing  the  funds.  He  is 
very  reluctant  to  do  it  as  uniformed  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
We  have  also  begun  some  preliminary  discussions  with  the  Comp- 
troller of  the  Department  of  Defense-Designate — we  have  had  some 
preliminary  conversations  with  her.  The  Air  Force  is  ready  to 
move  forward  on  this.  All  the  ground  work  has  been  laid.  All  we 
need  is  the  go-ahead  from  the  Navy  and  DOD  to  the  Air  Force  to 
make  this  available,  and  it  would  happen  in  a  very  short  period  of 
time.  It  is  the  aircraft  we  want.  It  needs  a  bit  of  outfitting  and 
painting  and  that  is  all. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it — where  do  you  intend  to  base  that  aircraft? 

Admiral  Kime.  This  would  be  put  at  the  Coast  Guard-FAA  facili- 
ty over  across  the  river  at  National  Airport. 

NATIONAL  AIRPORT  HANGAR 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  aware  that  we  are  going  to  be  asking  the 
FAA  about  this,  but  I  understand  through  a  lot  of  fairly  reliable 
sources  that  the  FAA  is  considering  eliminating  Hangar  6  at  Na- 
tional Airport.  Are  you  aware  of  that? 

Admiral  Kime.  That  has  been  talked  about.  I  was  not  aware  that 
it  was  under  serious  consideration.  It  has  been  talked  about  off  and 
on.  I  think  if  they  did  that,  we  would  obviously  look  around.  We 
had  our  own  facility  at  the  other  end  of  the  airport  before.  Obvi- 
ously, Andrews  Air  Force  Base  would  be  one  of  the  places  we 
would  look  to  if  Hanger  6  were  not  available,  but  I  won't  say  that 
is  where  we  would  relocate  to.  We  would  have  to  see  what  is  the 
most  cost-effective. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  reimburse  FAA  at  all  for  your  use  of  Hangar 
6? 

Admiral  Kime.  There  is  an  agreement  on  the  usage,  but  I  don't 
know  the  details  of  it,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  can  provide  that  for  you. 
It  was  a  very  strong  feeling  in  the  past  in  the  Department  of 
Transportation  that  all  DOT  aircraft  be  colocated. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  an  Interagency  Support  Agreement  with  the  FAA  for  the 
jointly  shared  facilities  in  Hangar  6  at  Washington  National  Airport.  The  Coast 
Guard  reimburses  the  FAA  for  the  prorated  costs  incurred  by  the  FAA  in  furnish- 
ing space  and  utilities. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  that  makes  sense. 

Admiral  Kime.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  no  one  from  FAA  has  talked  to  anyone  at  Coast 
Guard  that  you  are  aware  of  about  it? 

Admiral  Kime.  They  may  have  talked  to  our  people.  It  has  not 
come  to  my  attention.  I  don't  know  if  anyone  in  the  room  here,  my 
people,  has  any  knowledge.  I  see  them  all  shaking  their  head,  no.  I 
don't  know.  Obviously,  it  whetted  my  appetite  and  we  will  follow 
through  to  see. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  ask  you  to  make  a  call  because  I  don't  have  a 
brief  for  the  issue  one  way  or  the  other  at  this  point.  I  just  want  to 
know  what  we  are  doing  and  why  we  are  doing  it. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  are  very  happy  with  the  arrangement,  espe- 
cially since  we  are  both  flying  Gulfstream,  for  spare  parts  and 
things  like  that.  It  is  very  effective. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  seem  to  me,  given  your  headquarters  is  so 
close  to  National  that  that  would  be  the  logical  place  for  it  to  be 
put,  but  if  the  Washington  Metropolitan  Airport  Authority  has 
better  use  for  that  property,  I  suppose  taking  you  out  to  Andrews 
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isn't  all  that  unimaginable,  but  I  am  led  to  believe  that  the  FAA  is 
considering  this  basically  for  political  public  relations  reasons,  not 
any  operational  reasons,  so  I  would  encourage  you  to  get  in  the 
loop  on  that  one  and  let  me  know  what  you  find  out  because  if  it 
does  end  up  making  sense  then  we  will  all  want  to  do  that,  but  I 
think  the  FAA  shouldn't  unilaterally  make  that  decision  with  you 
as  a  user. 

Admiral  Kime.  We  will  get  right  on  that  and  get  back  to  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  quickly  as  we  can. 

An  FAA  study  on  future  operations  at  Hangar  6  is  nearly  complete.  We  under- 
stand that  the  study  includes  the  Coast  Guard  as  a  future  user.  The  Coast  Guard 
did  not  participate  in  this  study,  however,  we  have  recently  established  a  liaison 
with  the  FAA  personnel  concerning  this  issue. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  a  number  of  other  questions  that  we  will 
submit  for  the  record. 

ANTIDEFICIENCY  ACT  VIOLATION — AC&I 

Former  Secretary  of  Transportation  Andrew  Card  officially  noti- 
fied the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  Thomas  Foley  on 
December  18,  1992,  of  a  violation  of  the  Antideficiency  Act  in  the 
Coast  Guard's  Acquisition,  Construction,  and  Improvements  ac- 
count during  fiscal  year  1992.  Please  detail  the  exact  nature  of  the 
violation,  the  amount  of  funds  involved,  corrective  actions  taken  to 
ensure  no  reoccurrence,  and  any  disciplinary  action  taken. 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  technical  violation  of  the  Antideficiency  Act  was  deemed  to  have  occurred  in 
the  Coast  Guard's  Acquisition,  Construction  and  Improvements  (AC&I)  account  from 
April  1,  1992,  to  April  16,  1992,  involving  approximately  $2,041,000  in  AC&I  funds 
appropriated  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1992  Department  of  Transportation  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriations  Act  (the  Act).  In  Section  331  of  the  Act,  Congress  made 
availability  of  Fiscal  Year  1992  AC&I  funds  contingent  upon  submission  of  a  report 
on  all  Coast  Guard  major  acquisition  projects.  The  wording  in  that  section  led  Coast 
Guard  officials  to  believe  that,  while  the  appropriations  committees  desired  quarter- 
ly reports,  the  restriction  on  availability  of  AC&I  funds  applied  only  to  submission 
of  the  first  report  by  December  31,  1991.  Considering  a  report  that  included  informa- 
tion on  the  entire  quarter  to  be  of  greater  value  to  the  committees,  the  Coast  Guard 
intended  to  submit  all  subsequent  reports  after  each  quarter  ended.  When  discus- 
sions with  Senate  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee  staff  in  late  March 
1992  revealed  they  intended  for  availability  of  AC&I  funds  to  be  contingent  on  re- 
ceipt of  a  report  by  the  end  of  each  quarter,  the  Coast  Guard  made  every  effort  to 
submit  the  second  quarter  report  as  soon  as  possible,  and  delivery  was  made  on 
April  17,  1992.  As  AC&I  funds  were  obligated  between  April  1,  1992,  and  April  16, 
1992,  for  personnel  salaries  and  other  necessary  expenses,  a  technical  violation  of 
the  Antideficiency  Act  was  deemed  to  have  occurred.  There  is  absolutely  no  evi- 
dence of  willful  violation  of  any  regulation  governing  the  management  of  funds,  the 
violation  resulting  instead  from  differing  interpretations  of  language  in  the  Act.  Ad- 
ministrative discipline  is  not  warranted.  The  Coast  Guard  has  instituted  several  spe- 
cific administrative  procedures  to  ensure  that,  as  long  as  this  legal  restriction  on 
AC&I  funds  exists,  the  quarterly  reports  will  be  delivered  to  the  appropriations  com- 
mittees by  the  date  specified. 

SAIL  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  The  budget  request  includes  $6.6  million  for  the  sys- 
tems to  automate  and  integrate  logistics  (SAIL)  initiative.  Trade 
press  reports  indicate  the  Federal  Computer  Acquisition  Center  has 
delayed  receipt  of  bids  for  the  workstation  procurement  due  to  the 
large  number  of  unanswered  questions  from  vendors.  Is  this  accu- 
rate? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  SAIL  funding  requirement  and  project  execution  are  not  affected  by  the 
delay  in  the  workstation  procurement.  On  March  4,  1993,  Federal  Computer  Acqui- 
sition Center  (FEDCAC)  issued  amendment  0010  to  the  workstation  solicitation  ex- 
tending indefinitely  the  closing  date  for  receipt  of  proposals.  This  extension  was 
issued  to  allow  the  Coast  Guard  time  to  review  its  requirements  for  this  solicitation, 
particularly  with  regard  to  hardware  quantities,  software  application  conversion, 
and  any  impacts  these  conversions  may  have  on  other  related  requirements.  This 
review  may  result  in  changes  to,  or  restructuring  of,  the  acquisition.  The  Govern- 
ment anticipates  issuing  an  amendment  approximately  three  to  four  months  from 
the  current  closing  date  (March  31,  1993)  for  receipt  of  proposals.  It  is  anticipated 
that  the  next  amendment  will  establish  a  new  closing  date.  Amendment  0009, 
issued  March  18,  1993  contains  responses  to  vendor  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  major  milestones  for  the  SAIL  program? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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Major  Milestones  for  SAIL  include: 

1.  Fleet  Logistics  Conceptual  Training  Framework        JUN  93 

Will  describe  training  requirements  for  users  and 
support  staff  of  Fleet  Logistics  System. 

2.  Analysis  of  existing  aviation  logistics  software 

for  re-use  in  the  Fleet  Logistics  System  ( FLS )        JUN  93 

Will  examine  cost/benefit  of  enhancing  Aviation 
Maintenance  Management  Information  System  (AMMIS) 
software  rather  than  developing  custom  software. 

3.  Conceptual  Fleet  Logistics  System  Architecture       SEP  93 

Will  define  complete  project  by  functional 
applications  and  provide  order  for  implementation. 
Will  also  map  and  detail  relationships  between  SAIL 
and  three  associated  AC&I  projects;  Supply  Center 
Computer  Replacement,  Defense  Logistics  Modernization, 
and  Configuration  Management. 

4.  Engineering  Logistics  Center  Business  Process 

Redesign  Analysis  OCT  93 

Will  develop  detailed  model  of  ideal  end  state 
organization  and  business  process. 

5.  Award  of  System  Integrator  Contract  SEP  94 
Software  design  and  development. 


CT-TAO  r\       no 
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Mr.  Carr.  How  does  the  fiscal  year  1994  request  reflect  the  slip- 
page already  experienced  in  the  program? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1994  request  is  consistent  with  our  reevaluation  of  milestones  and 
accounts  for  all  project  slippage.  The  original  schedule  for  SAIL  was  aggressive  and 
based  on  a  limited  knowledge  of  the  complexity  of  our  fleet  logistics  environment. 
Preliminary  business  analyses  and  studies  have  given  us  a  better  appreciation  for 
the  extent  of  business  practice  re-engineering  required  to  achieve  maximum  effi- 
ciencies. As  a  result,  we  are  revising  our  implementation  strategy  to  group  business 
processes  more  logically  across  organizational  boundaries.  To  minimize  additional 
schedule  slippage  we  are  investigating  the  use  of  Computer  Aided  System  Engineer- 
ing (CASE)  tools  for  software  development  and  also  the  possible  reuse  of  existing 
Coast  Guard  aviation  logistics  software. 

47-FOOT  MLB  REPLACEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Bring  the  Committee  up  to  date  on  the  status  of  the 
47-foot  motor  lifeboat  program.  For  example,  are  deliveries  of  the 
preproduction  craft  on  schedule?  What  is  the  purpose  for  the 
$1,000,000  budgeted  in  1994?  What  are  the  results  so  far  of  the  test- 
ing being  performed  on  the  preproduction  craft?  Especially,  what  is 
the  status  of  the  roll-over  test  mandated  by  Congress? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Construction  of  the  five  preproduction  47'  Motor  Lifeboats  (MLB)  is  nearing  com- 
pletion. Delivery  dates  for  the  boats  have  slipped  from  3rd  Qtr  to  4th  Qtr  FY93  due 
to  the  additional  time  needed  for  the  contractor  to  resolve  discrepancies  identified 
during  builder's  sea  trials.  The  Coast  Guard  is  insisting  that  the  boats  meet  contract 
specifications  before  acceptance  and  delivery  for  field  testing.  Preproduction  MLB 
Operational  Test  &  Evaluation  (OT&E)  is  now  scheduled  to  begin  in  the  fourth  quar- 
ter of  FY  93. 

The  $1  million  requested  for  FY94  covers  the  costs  of  project  administration 
($215,000),  logistics  ($125,000),  and  government  furnished  equipment  ($660,000).  The 
government  furnished  equipment  includes  boat  engines,  reduction  gears,  and  pur- 
chase/installation of  electronics. 

The  Coast  Guard,  in  close  consultation  with  the  DOT  IG,  contracted  with  an  inde- 
pendent third  party  to  conduct  an  extensive  computer  analysis  of  MLB  self-righting 
capabilities  in  both  intact  and  damaged  conditions.  The  analysis  performed  by  the 
Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center's  Carderock  Detachment  (NSWC)  considered  many 
more  situations  than  it  would  be  possible  to  examine  with  a  single-case  damaged 
rollover  test.  These  models  developed  by  NSWC  clearly  indicate  that  the  MLB  will 
right  itself  in  all  of  the  "worse  case  scenario"  conditions.  Test  results  from  an  unda- 
maged rollover  test  of  the  47  foot  MLB  validated  and  confirmed  both  the  independ- 
ent computer  analysis  and  a  separate  manufacturer's  computer  analysis. 

The  conduct  of  an  actual  rollover  test  in  the  damaged  condition  will  add  an  esti- 
mated $250,000  to  the  cost  of  the  project  and  delay  delivery  of  the  fifth  preproduc- 
tion MLB  until  the  first  quarter  of  FY94.  Because  of  the  cost,  time  delay  and  the 
independently  verified  computer  models,  the  Coast  Guard,  DOTIG  and  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  have  concluded  that  an  actual  damaged  condition  roll-over  test  is 
no  longer  necessary  or  desirable.  We  intend  to  present  this  information  to  the  Con- 
gress and  request  a  waiver  from  the  damaged  roll-over  test  requirement  in  the  very 
near  future. 

POLAR  ICEBREAKER  CONSOLES  REPROGRAMMING 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  week  Secretary  Pena  submitted  a  reprogramming 
request  for  $3  million  needed  to  settle  claims  and  continue  work  on 
the  polar  icebreaker  machinery  control  and  monitoring  project. 
Briefly  indicate  the  circumstances  that  led  to  the  need  for  the  addi- 
tional funding. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  circumstances  that  led  to  the  need  for  additional  funding  fall  into  three  basic 
areas.  First,  we  need  funding  to  settle  contractor  claims  largely  associated  with  in- 
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accurate  or  incomplete  government  furnished  information  and  specifications.  The 
ships  were  originally  delivered  without  complete  documentation  on  the  control  con- 
soles. This  lack  of  accurate  technical  information  is  one  of  the  most  significant  defi- 
ciencies in  the  existing  consoles  and  it  contributed  to  the  basis  for  these  claims.  The 
second  reason  we  need  additional  funding  involves  the  installation  schedule.  The 
contractor  could  not  meet  the  original  schedule,  but  from  the  date  consoles  were 
ready  for  installation  in  1992,  it  will  be  over  a  year  before  we  have  a  ship  available 
due  to  operational  commitments.  In  our  opinion,  the  contractor  is  still  responsible 
for  some  costs  associated  schedule  delays.  However,  we  are  requesting  funds  for  the 
virtual  certainty  that  the  Coast  Guard  will  be  held  responsible  for  some  reasonable 
amount  of  the  total  schedule  delay.  Finally,  funding  is  required  for  additional  unan- 
ticipated expenses  that  are  critical  to  the  successful  completion  of  the  project.  We 
will  require  technical  support  to  review  and  evaluate  software  documentation  be- 
cause we  do  not  have  that  expertise  in  house.  And  in  addition  to  claims  issues  listed 
above,  the  lack  of  accurate  technical  documents  for  the  existing  system  will  almost 
definitely  result  in  the  need  for  some  government  funded  installation  modifications 
that  we  could  not  have  anticipated. 

Mr.  Carr.  Isn't  the  Coast  Guard  partly  responsible  for  this  short- 
fall? Hasn't  the  Coast  Guard  acknowledged  that  its  defective  speci- 
fications are  the  partial  cause  for  the  schedule  slippages  and  the 
contractor's  claims  against  the  government? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  Coast  Guard  is  partly  responsible  for  this  shortfall.  Defective  specifica- 
tions and  government  furnished  information  are  minor  factors  in  schedule  slip- 
pages. The  contractor's  difficulties  with  software  development,  software /hardware 
interface,  and  factory  testing  are  the  main  reasons  for  schedule  slippages. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  the  Congress  approves  this  request,  how  much  addi- 
tional money  is  required  to  complete  this  project? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Another  $3  million  in  addition  to  the  funds  identified  in  the  reprogramming  letter 
will  be  required  to  complete  the  project.  This  additional  funding  is  included  in  the 
Fiscal  Year  1994  Budget  request. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  the  reprogramming  request  time  sensitive? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  reprogramming  request  is  time  sensitive  because  all  previously  appropri- 
ated funds  for  this  project  have  been  expended.  Funds  are  required  to  settle  claims 
submitted  by  the  contractor  and  negotiations  cannot  continue  in  good  faith  unless 
funds  are  made  available.  Until  then,  the  project  will  not  proceed  and  we  will  not 
be  able  to  negotiate  an  installation  schedule.  If  we  wait  until  fiscal  year  1994  funds 
are  appropriated  to  continue  this  project,  we  will  not  be  able  to  complete  the  instal- 
lation on  CGC  POLAR  STAR  during  the  maintenance  availability  which  starts  this 
fall.  Operational  requirements  will  not  allow  us  to  extend  this  inport  period. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  be  the  effect  be  if  the  Congress  did  not 
approve  the  reprogramming  request? 
[The  information  follows:] 

If  the  reprogramming  request  is  not  approved,  all  contract  negotiations  will  be 
postponed  until  fiscal  year  1994  funds  are  available,  if  appropriated.  The  installa- 
tion on  CGC  POLAR  STAR  tentatively  scheduled  to  begin  on  1  October  1993  could 
not  be  completed  if  we  waited  until  October  1st  or  later  to  confirm  this  schedule 
with  the  contractor.  Also,  the  cost  of  the  contract  could  increase  above  the  $3  mil- 
lion level  of  the  current  reprogramming  request  due  to  additional  contractor  ex- 
penses caused  by  the  delay.  Immediate  continuation  of  this  project  is  vital  to  ensur- 
ing operational  reliability  of  the  Nation's  only  polar  icebreaking  resources. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  any  reason  to  think  the  contractor  might 
walk  away  from  the  contract? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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There  is  no  reason  to  think  the  contractor  would  walk  away  from  the  contract. 
The  contractor  has  a  significant  investment  in  this  project  and  is  very  close  to  com- 
pletion. There  is  too  much  to  lose  by  abandoning  the  project  at  this  point. 

Operating  Expenses 
breakdown  by  account 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  table  showing  programmed  OE  costs 
by  major  account,  as  shown  on  page  262  of  the  justifications,  but 
include  the  amounts  assumed  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  re- 
quest. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  table  provides  the  information  requested.  The  fiscal  year  1994  fig- 
ures presented  in  the  table  substantially  reflect  how  the  fiscal  year  1994  Operating 
Stage  Financial  Plan  will  look  if  the  budget  is  appropriated  as  requested.  However, 
please  note  that  the  fiscal  year  1994  figures  assume  an  across-the-board  2.7%  non- 
pay  COLA  distribution  to  all  non-pay  accounts.  Non-pay  COLA  is  rarely  distributed 
equally  to  all  accounts  because  not  all  costs  change  equally  from  year  to  year.  Addi- 
tional adjustments  to  these  accounts  will  also  occur  as  the  fiscal  year  1994  Operat- 
ing Stage  Financial  Plan  is  formulated. 
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OPERATING  EXPENSES 

BASE  INFORMATION 

PROGRAMMED  COSTS  BY  MAJOR  ACCOUNT 

($000) 


ACCOUNT 

MILITARY  PAY 

CIVILIAN  PAY 

TRANSFER  OF 
PERSONNEL 

AVIATION 
ENGINEERING 

ELECTRONICS 
ENGINEERING 

CIVIL 
ENGINEERING 

LOGISTICS 
MANAGEMENT 

NAVAL 
ENGINEERING 

ORDNANCE 

TRAINING 

MEDICAL  CARE 


HEADQUARTERS  &  FIELD 
OPERATION,  MAINTENANCE 
Sl   ADMINISTRATION 

SUBTOTAL 


FY  1992 

$1,141,556 

154,367 

57,634 

137,860 

37,149 

93,401 

3,151 

90,786 

7,369 

25,929 

98,836 

607.334 


LESS  ONE  TIME  CARRYOVER 
FROM  PRIOR  FY 

FY  ENACTED  TOTAL  ^ 


2,455,372 
-  0  - 


FY  1993 

$1,196,337 

165,418 

59,171 

140,921 

35,284 

92,970 

3,031 

94,707 

8,306 

28,198 

109,350 

634.618 
2,568,311 

(10.311) 


REQUESTED 
FY  1994-^ 

$1,200,518 

161,878 

62,123 

150,481 

36,212 

94,706 

3,113 

97,093 

8,530 

29,128 

118,146 

652.819 
2,614,747 

(5.000) 


$2,455,372    $2,558,000    $2,609,747 


NOTES : 


Assumes  a  2.7%  non-pay  COLA  distribution  to  all  non-pay 
accounts  in  FY94.   Distributions  are  subject  to  change  based 
on  actual  appropriation  and  internal  adjustments. 

Includes  $135.1  million  and  $253.0  million  scored  against 
Function  050  (DOD)  in  FY92  and  FY93,  respectively. 
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OE  BREAKDOWN  BY  MISSION 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  page  534  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  regarding  budget  growth  by  mission  category  for 
your  operating  expenses  appropriation. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Operating  Expenses  (OE)  Appropriation.   Although  the 
Coast  Guard's  FY  1994  OE  request  shows  a  nominal  increase  of  two 
percent  over  the  FY  1993  level,  overall  real  growth  equates  to 
less  than  one  percent. 

As  the  following  table  demonstrates,  there  is  little  in  the  way 
of  real  growth  by  program: 

($000K) 


FY  94  ADJ* 

FY  93 

FY  94 

FY  94  % 

%  INCREASE 

PROGRAM 

BASE 

INCREMENT 

INCREASE 

(REAL 
GROWTH ) 

SAR 

$377,022 

$10,777 

2.85% 

1.65% 

ATON 

511,935 

5,135 

1.00 

(0.20) 

MS 

324,858 

7,799 

2.40 

1.20 

MEP 

212,368 

7,788 

3.66 

2.46 

ELT 

915,068 

21,639 

2.36 

1.16 

10 

88,742 

1,296 

1.46 

0.26 

MP 

128,007 

(2,687) 

(2.10) 

(3.30) 

TOTALS 

$2,558,000 

$  51,747 

2.02% 

0.82% 

*  Adjustment  to  reflect  a  1.2%  composite  (non-pay)  inflation 
factor. 


Increases  in  the  Search  and  Rescue  (SAR)  program  can  be 
attributed  primarily  to  the  HH-65A  base  restoration  budget  item. 

Increases  in  the  Marine  Safety  (MS)  program  can  be  attributed 
in  part  to  budget  line  items  for  passenger  vessel  security  and 
licensing  operators  of  federally  documented  uninspected  fishing 
vessels. 

Increases  in  the  Marine  Environmental  Protection  (MEP)  program 
can  be  attributed  primarily  to  budget  line  items  for  the  spill 
response  exercise  support  standardization  team  and  National 
Response  Center  support  resources. 

Increases  in  the  Enforcement  of  Laws  and  Treaties  ( ELT ) 
program  can  be  attributed  primarily  to  the  living  marine 
resources  management  line  item. 
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MAINTENANCE  AND  LOGISTICS  O&M  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  information  on  page  263  of  the  justi- 
fications, O&M  costs  for  your  maintenance  and  logistics  commands 
(MLCs)  rose  significantly  from  fiscal  year  1992  to  fiscal  year  1993 
(from  approximately  $147  million  to  approximately  $160  million). 
Why  is  this? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  relative  balances  for  each  unit  changes  year  to  year  based  on  recurring  and 
non-recurring  adjustments  that  continually  occur  as  well  as  changes  resulting  from 
Congressional  action  on  the  President's  budget  request.  The  information  displayed 
on  pages  263  through  265  of  the  justifications  are  snapshots  of  these  relative  bal- 
ances. These  adjustments  are  outlined  in  our  annual  operating  stage  budget. 

ELECTRONICS  ENGINEERING  CENTER 

Mr.  Carr.  Operating  and  maintenance  costs  at  the  Electronics 
Engineering  Center  in  Wildwood,  New  Jersey,  rose  from  $845,000 
in  fiscal  year  1992  to  $2,156,000  in  1993.  How  do  you  explain  this 
growth? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  was  no  actual  growth  in  the  operating  and  maintenance  costs  at  the  Elec- 
tronics Engineering  Center  (EECEN).  The  base  information  on  page  '''" '  of  the  justi- 
fications accurately  reflects  programmed  amounts  from  the  operations  and  mainte- 
nance account  (Allotment  Fund  Code  (AFC)30).  We  determined  that  funds  within 
the  Electronics  Engineering  account  had  been  supporting  operations  and  mainte- 
nance at  EECEN.  In  1993,  an  internal  accounting  adjustment  was  made  to  better 
align  the  source  and  use  of  funds.  Accordingly,  the  $1,311,000  increase  in  the 
EECEN  base  shown  on  page  264  offsets  most  of  the  red^j^tion  in  the  Electronics  En- 
gineering base  ($1,865,000)  shown  on  page  262  of  the  justifications.  In  summary,  the 
two  adjustments  involved  properly  account  for  funds  utilization  sorted  into  the  ap- 
propriate funding  categories. 

COAST  GUARD  INSTITUTE 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  Coast  Guard  Institute  in  Oklahoma  City, 
and  what  activities  are  funded  with  the  $895,000  estimated  for 
fiscal  year  1993? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  Institute  is  primarily  a  personnel  support  unit  that  focuses  on 
Coast  Guard  specific  educational  services  and  the  enlisted  personnel  advancement 
testing  system.  It  is  a  nationally  accredited  institution  with  over  90%  of  its  courses 
approved  for  undergraduate  credit  through  the  American  Council  on  Education.  In- 
stitute courses  are  utilized  by  Coast  Guard  active  duty,  reserve,  and  Auxiliary  per- 
sonnel, NOAA  officers,  and  Department  of  Defense  military  personnel.  The  Coast 
Guard  Institute  coordinates  with,  and  functions  under  the  same  guidelines  as  the 
Marine  Corps  Institute  and  the  Army  Institute  for  Professional  Development. 

The  funding  provided  to  the  Institute  enables  its  27  military  and  11  civilian  per- 
sonnel to:  (1)  Print  and  distribute  over  53,000  nonresident  courses  annually,  cover- 
ing 125  occupation-related  subjects;  (2)  Print  and  administer  38,000  end-of-course 
tests  through  987  established  testing  sites;  (3)  Distribute  and  grade  over  1,000  Offi- 
cer Aptitude  Rating  (OAR)  exams;  (4)  Coordinate  the  development  of  replacement 
training  courses  that  keep  pace  with  changes  in  technology;  (5)  Publish  and  main- 
tain the  Nonresident  Training  Manual  and  several  other  instructional  manuals  uti- 
lized by  course  writers  and  Educational  Services  Officers  in  the  field;  (6)  Develop  the 
Language  Skills  and  Problem  Solving  sections  of  the  E-8  and  E-9  examinations;  (7) 
Provide  psychometric  and  statistical  research  in  support  of  the  resident  and  nonresi- 
dent training  program  and  enlisted  advancement  system;  (8)  Produce  and  distribute 
videotape  training  subjects  for  field  units;  and  (9 1  Provide  academic  counseling  and 
financial  aid  research  for  Coast  Guard  personnel. 
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HURRICANE  SUPPLEMENTAL 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  an  itemized  listing  of  obligations  in- 
curred to  date  of  funds  provided  in  the  disaster  supplemental  to  ad- 
dress the  damage  caused  by  Hurricanes  Andrew  and  Iniki  in  1992. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  table  provides  information  regarding  Operating  Expenses  funds  ob- 
ligated as  of  15  April  1993,  from  the  $20  million  appropriated  by  P.L.  102-368  of  23 
September  1992,  to  cover  incremental  costs  arising  from  the  consequences  of  Hurri- 
canes Andrew  and  Iniki: 

Dollars  in  Thousands 

Category  Obligated 

General  Operating  and  Maintenance $4,069 

Shore  Facilities 4,042 

Electronics 193 

Personnel  Entitlements 840 

Coast  Guard  Reserve  Call  Up 1,099 

Totals $10,243 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  an  itemized  listing  of  planned  obliga- 
tions of  the  remaining  funds. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  table  provides  information  regarding  planned  Operating  Expenses 
funds  obligations  after  15  April  1993,  to  cover  incremental  costs  arising  from  the 
consequences  of  Hurricanes  Andrew  and  Iniki: 

Dollars  in  Thousands 

Category-  Planned  obligations 

General  Operating  and  Maintenance $295 

Shore  Facilities 4,216 

Totals $4,757 


Mr.  Carr.  Were  these  funds  sufficient  to  address  the  physical 
plant  and  equipment  problems  of  the  Coast  Guard  caused  by  those 
disasters? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $20  million  appropriated  to  the  Coast  Guard  Operating  Expenses  appropria- 
tion, and  the  $11.5  million  appropriated  to  the  Acquisition,  Construction,  and  Im- 
provements appropriation  by  P.L.  102-368  of  23  September  1992,  are  expected  to  be 
sufficient  to  cover  the  incremental  costs  arising  from  Hurricanes  Andrew  and  Iniki. 

YOUTH  OPPORTUNITY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  justifications  refer  to  "youth  opportunity"  staff- 
ing of  140  FTE  in  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  (p.  6).  What  is  this 
program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Youth  Opportunity  staffing  refers  to  our  summer  program  and  other  ceiling- 
exempt  employment  programs  for  students  and  the  disadvantaged.  Employees  hired 
through  the  auspices  of  the  non-ceiling  employment  programs  include  students  who 
are  allowed  to  earn  money  while  gaining  work  experience.  The  following  programs 
fall  under  the  "youth  opportunity  staffing"  umbrella: 

Stay-in-School  Campaign  (also  known  as  Student  Aid)  employees  hired  under 
Schedule  A,  5  CFR  213.3102(w)  authority,  as  set  forth  in  the  Federal  Personnel 
Manual  (FPM)  Chapter  213. 

Summer  Aids  hired  under  5  CFR  213.3102(v),  as  set  forth  in  FPM  Chapter  213, 
Appendix  F. 

Employees  hired  under  the  Cooperative  Education  Program,  Higher  Education 
Act  of  1965,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  21-204,  as  set  forth  in  FPM  Chapter  308. 
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Employees  hired  under  the  Federal  Junior  Fellowship  Program,  as  authorized  by 
Schedule  B,  5  CFR  213.3202(f),  as  set  forth  in  FPM  Chapter  308. 

Employees  appointed  from  the  Worker  Trainee  Opportunity  (WTO)  Program  Reg- 
ister under  the  Veterans  Readjustment  Act. 

COST  PER  FTE 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  average  cost  per  FTE  for  military  and  ci- 
vilian staff  resources,  for  both  fiscal  year  1993  and  1994? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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The  fiscal  year  1993  House  Appropriations  Committee 
Report  (102-639)  expressed  a  concern  regarding  average  personnel 
cost  computations.   As  a  result,  the  Coast  Guard  examined  the 
methodology  used  to  calculate  average  personnel  costs  under  a 
variety  of  situations,  and  made  some  changes  to  improve  the 
estimation  of  these  costs.   The  following  figures  reflect  those 
changes . 

The  estimated  average  annual  costs  per  FTE  for  existing  . 
billets  and  positions  (i.e.,  the  annualized  costs)  are  shown  in 
the  following  table: 

ANNUALIZED  FTE  COSTS 

FY  1993       FY  1994 

Commissioned  Officer $65,030  $65,347 

Warrant  Officer 57,675  57,979 

Enlisted 34,489  34,751 

Civilian  (GS) 48,325  48,438 


Because  one-time  start-up  expenses  are  necessary  when  a  billet 
or  position  is  established,  the  following  average  annual  costs 
should  be  used  to  calculate  funding  for  the  addition  of  new 
billets  or  positions: 

FTE  COSTS  FOR  A  NEW  BILLET/POSITION 

FY  1993       FY  1994 

Conunissioned  Officer $71,664  $72,201 

Warrant  Officer 63,228  63,716 

Enlisted 37,189  37,540 

Civilian  (GS) 52,053  52,289 
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The  following  average  costs  should  be  used  for  funding  the 
addition  of  new  billets  or  positions  on  a  half-year  basis: 

HALF-YEAR  COSTS  FOR  A  NEW  BILLET/POSITION 

FY  1993       FY  1994 

Commissioned  Officer $40, 023  $40, 431 

Warrant  Officer 35,265  35,630 

Enlisted 20,611  20,853 

Civilian  (GS) 28,127  28,315 


Because  of  the  expenses  associated  with  a  permanent  change  of 
station,  the  following  average  annual  funding  adjustments  should 
be  used  for  the  removal  of  existing  billets  or  positions: 

FUNDING  ADJUSTMENTS  FOR  REMOVAL  OF 
AN  EXISTING  FTE  BILLET/POSITION 

FY  1993       FY  1994 

Cotmnissioned  Officer -$63,282  -$63,541 

Warrant  Officer -  55,927  -  56,173 

Enlisted -33,156  -33,274 

Civilian  (GS) -  47,852  -  47,949 


The  following  average  funding  adjustments  should  be  used  to  for 
removal  of  existing  billets  or  positions  on  a  half-year  basis: 

HALF-YEAR  FUNDING  ADJUSTMENTS  FOR  REMOVAL  OF 
AN  EXISTING  BILLET/POSITION 

FY  1993       FY  1994 

Commissioned  Officer -$31,641  -$31,771 

Warrant  Officer -  27,964  -  28,087 

Enlisted -  16,578  -  16,687 

Civilian  (GS) -  23,926  -  23,975 
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PAY  RAISE  ANNUALIZATION 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  35,  you  are  requesting  a  total  of  $51,052,000 
to  annualize  the  fiscal  year  1993  pay  raise.  However,  3.7  percent  of 
the  1992  personnel  compensation  base  of  $1,163,757  is  only 
$43,059,000.  Why  are  you  requesting  more  than  this  amount? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1993  pay  raise  annualization  requested  on  page  35  is  $12,720,000. 
The  total  fiscal  year  1993  pay  raise  of  $51,052,000  includes  $38,332,000  already 
funded  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

The  total  fiscal  year  1993  pay  raise  cannot  be  determined  by  simply  calculating 
3.7%  of  the  1992  personnel  compensation  base  of  $1,163,757,000  because  the  1992 
personnel  compensation  base  number  also  includes  personnel  benefits  reflected 
under  object  classes  12.1  and  12.2,  as  well  as  the  annualization  of  the  1992  pay  raise 
in  fiscal  year  1993.  The  total  pay  increase  in  fiscal  year  1993  includes  the  following: 

Three-quarters  of  calendar  year  1993  (Jan. -Sept.,  1993)  pay  raise  @ 

3.7%  (funded  in  FY  93) $38,332,000 

One-quarter  of  calendar  year  1993  (Oct.-Dec,  1993)  pay  raise  @ 
3.7%  (requested  in  FY  94) $12,720,000 

Total  Fiscal  Year  1993  Pay  Increase $51,052,000 


IG  REPORT  ON  SPECIAL  PAY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  conclusions  of  the  report 
of  the  DOT  Inspector  General  concerning  Coast  Guard  incentive 
and  special  pay  dated  January  13,  1993,  the  Coast  Guard's  re- 
sponse, and  any  relevant  update  to  that  response. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  its  report,  the  DOT  Inspector  General  determined  the  Coast  Guard  generally 
had  adequate  controls  to  ensure  that  the  establishment  and  payment  of  incentive/ 
special  pay  was  made  only  to  individuals  entitled  to  such  pay.  However,  they  con- 
cluded that  the  existing  criteria  and  authorization  process  for  flight  pay  was  com- 
plex and  inconsistently  interpreted  and  applied.  Two  areas  were  highlighted  for  im- 
provement: (1)  The  process  for  authorizing  flight  pay  did  not  provide  management 
and  control  procedures  for  selectively  designating  essential  personnel/billets  to  per- 
form airborne  duties  and  (2)  the  air  stations  were  not  monitoring  flight  hour  re- 
quirements nor  correctly  applying  rules  governing  flight  pay. 

As  a  result  of  the  audit,  the  Coast  Guard  took  immediate  action  to  correct  this 
situation  by  convening  an  Informal  Board  of  Investigation  to  conduct  a  100%  audit 
of  all  persons  receiving  flight  pay.  Because  of  prompt  CG  actions,  the  DOT  IG  de- 
ferred making  any  specific  recommendations  and  only  asked  for  concurrence  or  non- 
concurrence  with  the  findings  of  their  audit.  Additionally,  they  asked  for  details  and 
the  status  of  corrective  actions. 

The  Informal  Board  of  Investigation  completed  its  report  April  7,  1993.  A  separate 
review  group  from  the  Office  of  Personnel  and  Training  reviewed  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  Board  and  submitted  a  proposed  implementation  plan  to  the  Comman- 
dant May  17,  1993.  the  Commandant's  final  action  is  expected  in  June  1993,  fol- 
lowed by  implementation  of  the  approved  recommendations  of  the  board. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  fiscal  year  1994  request  includes  a  reduction  of 
351  FTEs.  Why  then  are  you  requesting  increases  in  other  services, 
supplies,  materials,  and  equipment?  Shouldn't  those  supporting 
items  be  decreasing  along  with  the  staff  resources? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Decreases  in  support  costs  are  included  as  a  standard  portion  of  the  overall  costs 
of  proposed  personnel  reductions.  Those  decreases  include  adjustments  for  items 
such  as  telecommunications,  energy,  training,  medical  and  housekeeping  supplies, 
services,  materials  and  equipment. 
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The  components  of  other  line  items  in  the  $51.7  million  request  such  as  cost-of- 
living  adjustments,  follow-on  operations  and  maintenance  funds  and  base  restora- 
tions which  offset  the  decreases  in  personnel  support  costs  and  explain  the  overall 
increase  in  these  particular  object  classes. 

NON-PAY  COLA 

Mr.  Carr.  What  object  classes  comprise  the  base  for  your  request 
of  2.7  percent  for  non-pay  cost-of-Uving  adjustments? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  object  classes  that  comprise  the  base  request  of  2.7  percent  for  non-pay  cost  of 
living  adjustments  are  21.0  through  32.0. 

Mr.  Carr.  Were  all  components  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation instructed  to  include  a  non-pay  COLA  in  their  budget  re- 
quest? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  instructions  issued  by  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  transportation  provided 
for  all  components  of  the  Department  to  include  a  non-pay  cost-of-living  adjustment, 
based  on  OMB  derived  economic  assumptions,  in  their  budget  requests. 

MASS  TRANSIT  SUBSIDY 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $2,569,000  to  participate  in  the 
mass  transit  subsidy  program  during  fiscal  year  1993.  How  many 
Coast  Guard  personnel  are  currently  enrolled  in  this  program,  and 
in  which  geographic  locations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Listed  below  are  the  units  currently  participating  in  the  program,  as  well  as  the 
number  of  personnel  participating  at  each  location.  All  of  the  units  listed  below, 
with  the  exception  of  Coast  Guard  Headquarters,  have  only  had  their  program  in 
operation  a  short  time.  Additional  units  are  in  the  final  stages  of  getting  their  pro- 
gram operational. 

Personnel  Count  as  of  4/30/93 

Location: 

Coast  Guard  Headquarters,  Washington,  DC 649 

First  Coast  Guard  District,  Boston,  MA 143 

Second  Coast  Guard  District,  St.  Louis,  MO 36 

Seventh  Coast  Guard  District,  Miami,  FL 23 

Ninth  Coast  Guard  District,  Cleveland,  OH 118 

Eleventh  Coast  Guard  District,  Los  Angeles,  CA 8 

Thirteenth  Coast  Guard  District,  Seattle,  WA 199 

Supply  Center,  Brooklyn,  NY 13 

Total 1,189 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  your  enrollment  assumptions  for  fiscal  year 
1994,  and  how  much  subsidy  does  that  represent  per  person  for  the 
year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  enrollment  assumption  is  that  3,647  Coast  Guard  personnel  will  be  participat- 
ing in  the  Mass  Transit  Fare  Benefit  Program  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994. 

This  figure  is  based  on  FY93  participation  estimates,  gathered  by  the  Mass  Tran- 
sit Fare  Benefit  Program  field  coordinators,  increased  by  28%.  The  28%  increase  is 
based  upon  a  study  of  the  initial  growth  in  Coast  Guard  Headquarters's  participa- 
tion rates.  Participation  at  Headquarters  seven  months  after  the  beginning  of  the 
program  was  significantly  higher  than  the  first  month  of  operation. 

Depending  on  specific  area  transit  system  costs  and  time  in  the  program,  a  typical 
individual  participating  in  the  Coast  Guard's  Mass  Transit  Fare  Benefit  Program  in 
FY94  could  receive  between  $204  and  $720  annually.  On  a  per  person  basis,  the  av- 
erage benefit  per  month  would  be  approximately  $53  per  month. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Your  request  includes  four  new  positions  to  manage 
this  program.  How  does  the  workload  justify  dedicated  positions? 
Couldn't  this  be  assigned  as  a  relatively  minor  collateral  duty  for 
existing  staff? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Based  on  our  experience  in  implementing  program  policy  and  controls,  four  posi- 
tions are  necessary  to  effectively  manage  the  Mass  transit  Fare  Benefit  Program 
and  reduce  the  potential  for  waste,  fraud  and  abuse. 

Two  positions  will  be  located  at  Coast  Guard  Headquarters  and  are  needed  to 
manage  and  oversee  the  entire  Coast  Guard  program  and  coordinate  procedures 
with  the  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT).  They  will  interpret  program  author- 
ity and  constraints;  review  and  approve  all  unit  plans;  manage  and  account  for  pro- 
gram funds  of  approximately  $2M  a  year;  formulate  program  policy  improvements; 
develop  and  present  high  level  briefings  on  all  pertinent  issues  associated  with  the 
program;  advise  field  coordinators  on  all  program  issues;  ensure  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse  controls  are  adhered  to;  allocate  funding;  monitor  participation;  and  develop 
program  budget  data  and  estimates. 

A  position  will  be  established  at  each  of  our  Maintenance  and  Logistic  Commands 
(MLC)  to  coordinate  all  unit  programs  in  their  geographic  area  of  responsibility. 
They  will  maintain  the  appropriate  records  required  by  DOT  Order  3560.2  and  Com- 
mandant Notice  5382  (Coast  Guard  program  instruction).  These  records  include:  a 
database  of  participants;  copies  of  the  original  application,  Recertification  Form, 
and  Monthly  Accountability  Report;  and  all  required  accounting  and  procurement 
records.  The  maintenance  of  these  records  at  the  MLC's  will  reduce  the  administra- 
tive burden  on  field  units. 

The  program's  potential  for  waste,  fraud  and  abuse  is  the  main  reason  that  these 
four  positions  are  necessary.  Based  on  our  experience  thus  far,  four  full  time  dedi- 
cated positions  are  the  minimum  number  needed  to  manage  the  program.  Requiring 
individuals  who  already  have  a  full  work  load  to  assume  responsibility  for  this  $2M 
program  on  a  collateral  duty  basis  would  not  result  in  effective  oversight  and  would 
significantly  increase  the  potential  for  fraud  or  abuse.  Administration  of  the  pro- 
gram at  the  unit  level  will  primarily  be  done  on  a  collateral  duty  basis. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  25,  your  budget  reflects  a  reduction  to  the 
base  of  $5,512,000  to  implement  Executive  Order  12837,  which 
called  for  a  3  percent  reduction  on  administrative  expenses.  On 
what  object  classes  is  this  reduction  based,  and  is  that  consistent 
across  all  modes  of  the  department? 

[The  information  follows:] 

OMB  used  the  object  class  "20"  (non-pay)  series  to  create  the  base  from  which  the 
administrative  expenses  reductions  were  determined.  However,  OMB  Bulletin 
number  93-09,  which  amplified  Executive  Order  12837,  subsequently  allows  agencies 
to  take  reductions  in  any  object  class,  as  appropriate.  This  provides  some  flexibility 
for  example  to  operating  agencies  whose  (non-administrative)  energy/utilities  fall 
under  the  object  class  20  series  in  meeting  administrative  expenses  reduction,  so 
long  as  the  overall  deficit  reduction  targets  are  met  across  all  agency  appropria- 
tions. It  is  Cojist  Guard's  understanding  that  this  approach  was  generally  consistent 
across  all  transportation  modes. 

The  Coast  Guard's  is  continuing  to  work  with  OMB  in  determining  the  adminis- 
trative base  and  the  extent  to  which  these  administrative  reductions  may  be  report- 
ed in  other  than  the  object  class  20  series.  The  $5,512,000  reduction  shown  on  page 
25  of  the  justifications  is  only  one  portion  of  the  fiscal  year  1994  administrative  ex- 
penses reduction.  It  will  be  taken  against  object  classes  20  through  26  which  is  con- 
sistent with  the  Coast  Guard's  intention  to  reduce  non-operational  travel  and  con- 
ferences in  fiscal  year  1994.  Outyear  reduction  candidates  are  under  development. 

OBJECT  CLASS  DATA 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  actual  cost  data  for  fiscal  year  1992  and 
estimates  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  for  each  of  the  following 
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sub-object  classes  of  the  Departmental  Accounting  and  Financial 
Information  System: 

115D-H    Cash  awards 
115P    Retention  allowance 

Recruitment  and  relocation  bonus 

Pay  differential — hardship  posts 

Fixed  premium  compensation  (standby  duty  pay) 

Health  insurance  (civilian) 

Overseas  COLA 
121Q    Quarters  deductions 
122 A    Housing  allowances 

FEGLI 

Serviceman's  group  life  insurance  [SGLI) — officers 

SGLI— enlisted 

Uniform  allowance  (officers) 

Overseas  Allowances  (Coast  Guard  only) 

CONUS  travel— site  visit 

CONUS  travel — information  meeting 

CONUS  travel  speech/presentation 

CONUS  travel — conference  attendance 

CONUS  travel — travel  to  seek  residence  quarters 

CONUS  travel — travel  expenses  for  interviewees 

Overseas  travel — site  visit 

Overseas  travel — information  meeting 

Overseas — speech  or  presentation 

Overseas  travel — conference  attendance 

Long  distance  telephone 

Mail  and  messenger  services — postage  (non-WDF) 

Food  services 

Maintenance  and  repair — buildings  and  grounds 

Maintenance  and  repair — ships  and  cutters 

Maintenance  and  repair — shore  units 

NAFA  stock  charges  for  uniform  clothing 

Training — officers 

Athletic  and  recreation  equipment — noncapitalized 

Athletic  and  recreation  equipment — capitalized 

Buildings  and  grounds  maintenance  supplies 

Office  supplies 

Periodicals,  newspapers,  pamphlets,  and  documents 

Training — materials 

Training — textbooks  and  uniforms. 


115Q 

1156 

1157 

121B 

121D 


121A 

122F 

122G 

122T 

1224 

2100 

2102 

2102 

2103 

2105 

211A 

2110 

2111 

2112 

2113 

2337 

2338 

2529 

2535 

2536 

2540 

2545 

2561 

3103 

3144 

2611 

2662 

2664 

2687 

2686 


[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Coast  Guard  formulates  its  budget  in  accordance  with 
0MB  circular  A- 11  instruction  which  requires  obligations  to  be 
presented  by  the  aggregate  object  class  code.   Therefore,  Coast 
Guard's  FY  1993  and  FY  1994  obligation  estimates  were  not 
developed  in  subobject  class  detail. 

The  following  table  is  a  breakout  of  Actual  Cost  Data  by 
subobject  class  codes  for  FY  1992.   As  the  Coast  Guard  does  not 
yet  capture  this  information  within  the  Department  Accounting  and 
Financial  Information  System  subobject  classes  requested,  the 
information  supplied  below  was  crosswalked  from  current  subobject 
classes  for  the  specified  items.   The  crosswalk  attempted  to 
capture  the  intent  and  represents  the  best  available  data. 


1992 

ITEM  ($000) 

115D-H   Cash  awards  1,499 

115P    Retention  allowance  N/A 

115Q    Recruitment  and  relocation  bonus  0 

1156  Pay  differential  -  hardship  posts  0 

1157  Fixed  premium  compensation  (standby  duty  pay)  373 
121B  Health  insurance  (civilian)  9,438 
121D  Overseas  COLA  0 
121Q  Quarters  deductions  N/A 
122A  Housing  allowances  94 
121A  FEGLI  356 
122F  Serviceman's  group  life  insurance  (SOLI )-of f icers  0 
122G  SGLI  -  enlisted  0 
122T  Uniform  allowance  (officers)  66 
1224  Overseas  allowance  (Coast  Guard  only)  0 
2100/2110    CONUS  travel  &  Overseas  travel  -  site  visit  247* 

2101     CONUS  travel  -  information  meeting 
2103    CONUS  travel  -  conference  attendance 
2111     Overseas  travel  -  information  meeting 
2113    Overseas  travel  -  conference  attendance 

Total  2101/2103/2111/2113  1,690* 
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2102/2112    CONUS  travel  &  Overseas  -  speech/presentation   226* 
2105    CONUS  travel  -  travel  to  seek  residence  quarters       2 
21 lA    CONUS  travel  -  travel  expenses  for  interviewees      N/A 

2337  Long  distance  telephone  18,684 

2338  Mail  and  messenger  services  -  postage  (non-WCF)    7,485 
2529     Food  services  10,853 


2535    Maintenance  and  repair  -  buildings  and  grounds 
2540    Maintenance  and  repair  -  shore  units 
Total  2535/2540 


48,739* 


2536    Maintenance  and  repair  -  ships  and  cutters 
2545    NAFA  stock  charges  for  uniform  clothing 
2561     Training  -  officers 


29,135 

0 

4,756 


3103    Athletic  and  recreation  equipment  -  noncaptialized 
3144    Athletic  and  recreation  equipment  -  capitalized 
Total  3103/3144 


238^ 


2611 


Buildings  and  grounds  maintenance  supplies 


31,540 


2662    Office  supplies 

2664    Periodicals,  newspapers,  pamphlets,  and  documents 

Total  2662/2664  9,515* 


2687    Training  -  materials 

2686    Training  -  textbooks  and  uniforms 


4,232 
54 


*   The  Coast  Guard  financial  reports  combine  these  subcategories, 
with  no  further  breakdown  available. 
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HH-60  HELICOPTER  DEPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  29,  you  are  accelerating  transition  from  HH- 
3  helicopters  to  the  replacement  HH-60  by  temporarily  using  depot 
level  maintenance  airframes.  When  will  these  airframes  need  to  be 
replaced,  and  at  what  cost? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Air  Station  Clearwater  is  the  last  unit  to  transition  from  the  HH-3F  to  the  HH- 
60  J  helicopter.  A  total  of  12  HH-60  J  aircraft  will  be  assigned  to  Clearwater,  9  of 
these  in  support  of  the  Operation  Bahamas,  Turks  and  Caicos  (OPBAT)  mission.  The 
final  phase  of  the  Coast  Guard's  acquisition  project  for  HH-60J  helicopters  is  in  the 
FY94  AC&I  request.  If  funded,  these  aircraft  will  not  be  delivered  until  mid-1996.  In 
order  to  complete  the  implementation  of  the  HH-60J  at  Clearwater  in  the  shortest 
time  possible,  for  maintenance  and  training  efficiency,  as  well  as  safety  reasons,  the 
Coast  Guard  plans  to  temporarily  use  HH-60J  airframes  which  have  already  been 
delivered  for  use  as  Programmed  Depot  Maintenance  (PDM)  spares.  This  temporary 
use  of  PDM  spares  is  a  one  time  event,  made  possible  by  extending  the  initial  PDM 
cycle  for  all  HH-60J's  from  36  to  42  months.  No  additional  aircraft,  beyond  those 
contained  in  our  FY94  AC&I  request,  are  needed  to  complete  the  HH-60J  transi- 
tion. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  this  mean  that  we  are  deploying  an  increasing 
number  of  these  helicopters  without  the  required  level  of  mainte- 
nance parts  to  support  them? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  deploying  the  HH-60J's  somewhat  earlier  than  planned  and  we  have 
maintenance  spares  to  support  them.  By  accelerating  the  HH-60J  implementation, 
the  HH-3F  can  be  retired  in  June  1994.  This  early  retirement  of  the  HH-3F  will 
reduce  the  maintenance  and  training  overhead  associated  with  this  aircraft.  The 
savings  realized  are  included  in  the  reduction  of  the  106  billets  in  the  fiscal  year 
1994  OE  request  and  the  elimination  of  a  fiscal  year  1994  request  for  HH-60J 
follow-on. 

The  overall  number  of  planned  operational  and  support  HH-60J's  has  not 
changed,  although  we've  decided  against  earlier  plans  to  request  4  HH-60J's  attri- 
tion spares. 

CG  CUTTER  MACKINAW 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  proposing  to  decommission  the  cutter  Macki- 
naw in  fiscal  year  1994.  You  just  started  the  upgrade  program  for 
this  vessel.  Why  now  are  you  planning  to  retire  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  planning  to  decommission  the  MACKINAW  because  we  can 
continue  to  provide  the  same  level  of  service  without  MACKINAW,  save  $4.7M  in 
anual  operating  costs,  and  avoid  approximately  $15M  in  necessary  capital  improve- 
ments. 

As  the  Coast  Guard  gained  operational  experience  with  the  140'  icebreakers 
after  they  entered  service  on  the  Great  Lakes  in  1978-79,  it  became  apparent  that 
these  highly  capable  icebreakers  would  be  able  to  replace  MACKINAW.  The  Coast 
Guard  considered  decommissioning  MACKINAW  on  several  occasions,  most  recently 
in  1988,  but  was  never  successful.  Since  then,  $1.5M  in  AC&I  funds  have  been  ap- 
propriated to  begin  a  $6.1M  service  continuation  project.  This  project  was  a  stop  gap 
measure  to  alleviate  the  most  serious  safety  and  reliability  items.  To  date,  less  than 
$300K  of  the  $1.5M  has  been  spent.  As  a  result  of  the  planned  decommissioning,  a 
third  quarter  FY93  yard  period  has  been  cancelled  saving  approximately  $1M  in 
AC&I  funds. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  will  the  requirements  currently  being  satisfied  by 
the  Mackinaw  be  filled? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Coast  Guard  will  continue  to  provide  the  same  level  of  service — during  a 
Great  Lakes  shipping  season'  from  1  April  to  15  January  each  year — by  using 
other  existing  resources.  The  Coast  Guard  operates  five  140'  icebreakers  with 
home  ports  on  the  Great  Lakes.  Fifteen  years  of  operational  experience,  supported 
by  a  1981  Coast  Guard  Research  &  Development  Center  study,  have  clearly  demon- 
strated that  two  140'  icebreakers  operating  in  tandem  can  replace  the  MACKI- 
NAW capability  when  such  capability  is  required  for  the  more  severe  ice  conditions. 
The  vast  majority  of  operations  require  the  capability  of  only  a  single  140'  ice- 
breaker. 

Additional  Great  Lakes  icebreaking  assets  include  three  180'  seagoing  buoy 
tenders  and  backup  support  from  two  major  Canadian  icebreakers  including  the 
8400  horsepower  SAMUEL  RISLEY.  The  140'  icebreaker  fleet,  in  combination  with 
these  assets,  can  clearly  meet  mission  requirements.  (NOTE:  Although  the  current 
Coast  Guard  icebreaker/buoy  tender  fleet  will  retain  sufficient  icebreaking  capabil- 
ity on  the  Great  Lakes  to  ensure  a  1  April  to  15  January  shipping  season  without 
MACKINAW,  the  Coast  Guard  is  conducting  a  study  to  determine  if  East  Coast 
140'  icebreakers  would  be  better  utilized  on  the  Great  Lakes.) 

MACKINAW'S  icebreaking  capability,  while  significant,  is  not  required  to  main- 
tain the  current  shipping  season  of  1  April  to  15  January  each  year.  The  annual 
operating  cost  for  MACKINAW  is  $4.7M.  In  comparison,  a  140'  icebreaker  has  an 
annual  operating  cost  of  $1.1M,  less  than  one-fourth  the  cost  of  MACKINAW.  The 
$4.7M  operating  cost  for  MACKINAW  is  not  justified  for  a  ship  that  is  underuti- 
lized, averaging  525  hours  per  year  for  icebreaking — about  22  days  at  a  cost  of 
$214K  per  day. 

In  addition  to  annual  oeprating  costs  of  $4.7M,  keeping  the  50  year  old  MACKI- 
NAW in  operation  will  require  a  significant  capital  investment  to  ensure  crew 
safety,  ship  reliability,  and  service  life  extension  for  10-15  years.  A  1990  evaluation 
identified  three  levels  of  effort:  $3.9M  for  the  most  critical  short  term  safety  and 
reliability  work,  $12.8M  to  extend  the  service  life  for  10-15  years,  and  in  excess  of 
$40M  to  carry  out  modernization  and  automation  upgrades  to  allow  for  crew  reduc- 
tions. (All  cost  estimates  in  1990  dollars). 

Concerns  relating  to  icebreaking  on  the  Great  Lakes  should  focus  on  the  capability 
needed  to  sustain  the  shipping  season,  rather  than  a  specific  facility  such  as  the 
MACKINAW.  In  fact,  the  shipping  season  can  be  retained  with  existing  resources, 
absent  the  MACKINAW,  at  a  significant  cost  savings. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  budget  indicates  that  you  are  budgeting 
$4,690,000  in  OE  funds  to  support  the  Mackinaw  in  fiscal  year 
1993.  You  propose  to  reduce  that  amount  by  only  $1,162,000  in 
fiscal  year  1994,  even  though  you  are  planning  to  decommission  the 
vessel.  Why  is  the  remaining  amount  needed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  retained  sufficient  funds  to  operate  MACKINAW  for  three  quar- 
ters in  fiscal  year  1994,  pay  one  time  decommissioning  costs,  and  relocate  the  crew 
during  the  1994  summer  transfer  season.  The  full  reduction  will  be  annualized  in 
fiscal  year  1995. 

VESSEL  IDENTIFICATION  AND  DOCUMENTATION  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  you  are  budgeting  $2,881,000  for 
VIDS.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  you  are  proposing  to  reduce  that  amount 
to  $270,000.  Please  list  the  current  FTP  allocated  to  this  activity 
and  provide  a  brief  explanation  of  how  they  support  the  VIDS  pro- 
gram. Please  also  denote  which  of  these  positions  would  be  carried 
forward  into  fiscal  year  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  VIDS  project  was  appropriated  10  FTP  in  the  FY  1990  OE  appropriation. 
These  billets  are  located  at  USCG  Headquarters  and  distributed  as  follows: 


'  Dates  per  33  CFR  (Code  of  Federal  Regulations).  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  authority  to 
adjust  opening  and  closing  dates  based  on  ". . .  extraordinary  circumstances."  Closed  11  January 
1993  (early)  due  to  lack  of  demand,  opened  21  March  1993  (early)  based  on  Lake  Carriers'  Asso- 
ciation request. 
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Office  Military  Civilian 


G-AMO  (MISLE  Project  Management) 

G-ACS  (Acquisition  Contract  Support) 

G-MIM  (Marine  Information  Manage  Oiv). 

G-MVI  (Vessel  Inspect  &  Doc  Div) 

G-NAB  (Auxiliary  &  Boating  Div) 

G-TTC  (Computer  Technology  Div) 

General  detail 

Totals 


0 

1 

0 

1 

3 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

2 

0 

Three  billets  in  the  Marine  Safety  Information  Management  Division  (G-MIM) 
provide  project  sponsor  requirements  to  the  project.  The  two  primary  users  of  VIDS 
will  be  1)  Merchant  Vessel  Inspection  and  Documentation  Division  (G-MVI),  and  2) 
the  Auxiliary,  Boating  and  Consumer  Affairs  Division  (G-NAB).  Each  Division  re- 
ceived one  billet  to  provide  sponsor's  requirements  and  to  act  as  liaison  with  the 
state  and  federal  agencies.  The  MISLE  Project  Management  (G-AMO)  billet  pro- 
vides project  management  for  the  major  systems  acquisition  project  that  includes 
MSN,  VIDS  and  LEIS  II.  The  billet  in  Contract  Support  Division  (G-ACS)  provides 
all  contracting  support  and  the  billet  in  the  Computer  Technology  Division  (G-TTC) 
provides  technical  expertise  for  the  project. 

VIDS  was  originally  funded  in  FY  90  as  an  OE  project  at  an  annual  level  of 
$3,500,000  including  10  personnel,  7  military  and  3  civilians.  In  FY  1993,  Congress 
reduced  OE  funding  by  $750,000,  but  funding  for  personnel  wgis  not  reduced.  The  FY 
1994  Coast  Guard  OE  budget  reduction  of  $2,611K  eliminates  all  OE  funding  for 
VIDS,  with  the  exception  of  2  assigned  billets,  one  general  detail  and  one  civilian 
position  ($270K  in  FY94  dollars).  In  addition  to  project  development,  implementa- 
tion and  technical  responsibilities,  these  personnel  are  required  to  initiate  interac- 
tion and  cooperation  with  state  and  other  federal  agencies  that  will  participate  in 
the  VIDS  system  upon  implementation  in  FY  1995.  These  four  FTP  are  required  to 
continue  in  an  OE  capacity  following  project  completion  to  maintain  and  operate 
the  system  as  well  as  maintain  liaison  with  state  and  federal  users.  To  ensure  re- 
maining project  personnel  are  funded  from  the  proper  appropriation,  5  FTE  have 
been  requested  in  the  Coast  Guard  FY94  AC&I  request  for  the  MISLE  project  to 
offset  the  reduction  of  three  military  OE  billets,  one  general  detail  and  two  civilian 
OE  positions. 

KENNEBUNKPORT,  ME,  PRESIDENTIAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  to  maintain  $551,000  of  the  base 
funding  for  the  Presidential  Security  Detail  in  Kennebunkport, 
Maine.  By  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year,  the  need  for  a  Presiden- 
tial security  detail  at  that  location  would  have  been  eliminated 
many  months  previously.  Why  are  any  funds  needed  for  that  pur- 
pose in  fiscal  year  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

While  the  need  for  a  dedicated  Presidential  Security  Detail  (PSD)  in  Kennebunk- 
port was  eliminated  in  early  1993,  it  will  take  some  time  to  reduce  the  people  at 
both  Air  Station  Cape  Cod  and  Station  Portsmouth  Harbor  who  formerly  filled  the 
PSD  billets.  The  'A  year  FTE  remaining  in  fiscal  year  1994  will  provide  the  funds  needed 
for  an  orderly  reduction  of  58  personnel  from  the  Coast  Guard  work  force. 

ANNUALIZATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  35,  you  are  requesting  $5,297,000  to  annualize 
the  costs  of  certain  funding  items  for  which  resources  "were  first 
provided  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  were  funded  for  only  part  of  the 
year".  Annualization  is  a  routine  budget  practice,  normally 
thought  of  as  providing  funding  for  positions  which  were  previously 
funded  for  only  part  of  a  year.  However,  in  this  case,  it  appears  as 
if  many  of  these  items  were  significantly  reduced  by  the  Congress 
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last  year  for  programmatic  reasons.  Why  don't  you  show  these 
items  as  programmatic  additions  under  the  various  mission  catego- 
ries of  your  budget  instead  of  as  annualizations? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Because  personnel  can  not  be  immediately  assigned  to  successful  initiatives  in  the 
Congressional  request,  unless  there  are  special  circumstances  involved,  it  is  routine 
budget  practice  to  request  half-year  full  time  equivalents  (FTE)  for  line  items  in  the 
Coast  Guard  request.  In  order  to  be  consistent  with  that  logic  and  unless  explicitly 
stated  otherwise  in  report  language,  the  enacted  levels  are  assumed  to  be  funded  at 
half-year  FTE.  Therefore  the  line  items  that  are  partially  funded  in  the  fiscal  year 
1993  budget  are  reported  on  page  35  in  the  annualization  line  item  for  fiscal  year 
1994. 

Mr.  Carr.  For  each  of  these  items,  show  the  original  requested 
funding  for  fiscal  year  1993,  the  final  congressional  level,  and  the 
proposed  funding  for  fiscal  year  1994  with  the  addition  for  annuali- 
zation. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  following  information  is  applicable; 

($000) 


FY  1993  LINE  ITEM 

Safety  &  Environmental  Health 
Field  Support  Requirements 

Shore  Facility  Management 

Shore  Facility  Construction 
Follow  on 

Marine  Safety  Training  and 
Assistance  Team 

Nonindigenous  Aquatic  Nuisance 
Species 

Marine  Inspection  Program 
Resources 

SAR  Facilities 

Differential  Global  Positioning 
System 

Vessel  Traffic  Service 
Follow-on 

110-Foot  Patrol  Boat 
Maintenance  Support  Personnel 

Fisheries  Law  Enforcement 
Staff 

Training 

Coast  Guard-Owned  Housing 


FY93 
REO 

FY93 
CONG 

FY94 
ANNUAL. 
REO 

FY94 
TOC» 

FY94 

FULLY 

ANNUAL 

SlOZ't 

$1024 

$554 

($160) 

$1418 

6000 

1000 

618 

(194) 

1424 

2964 

2364 

128 

(29) 

2463 

393 

393 

225 

(52) 

566 

700 

700 

145 

(29) 

816 

1310 

1310 

840 

(233) 

1917 

,  1309 

859 

661 

(155) 

1365 

900 

450 

164 

(51) 

563 

I'JZ'I 

558 

164 

(35) 

687 

290 

290 

154 

(41) 

403 

260 

260 

171 

(34) 

397 

781 

481 

233 

(124) 

590 

Operation  and  Maintenance 
Personnel  96 1 


Information  Resources 
Management  Follow-on 

Improve  Financial  Management 

Close-in  Weapons  System 
Billets 


•TOC:  Termination  of  one-time  costs 


459 


264 


(58)    665 


4600 

3615 

503 

(764) 

3354 

2000 

500 

215 

(123) 

592 

0 

488 

258 

(62) 

684 

sts. 

Line  item  I  B. 
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DESERT  shield/storm  SUPPLEMENTAL 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1992,  the  Coast  Guard  received  a  one- 
time supplemental  appropriation  to  cover  additional  expenses  aris- 
ing from  participation  in  Operation  Desert  Shield /Desert  Storm. 
Since  only  $7,600,000  was  utilized  for  that  purpose,  last  year's  con- 
ference report  eliminated  the  remaining  $10,311,000  by  applying 
those  funds  to  other  operating  programs.  You  are  now  requesting 
$5,311,000  on  page  38  to  restore  some  of  this  funding  to  your  oper- 
ating base.  If  these  were  one-time  funds  to  cover  extraordinary 
events,  why  should  we  consider  them  as  part  of  your  recurring  op- 
erating cost  base? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  $10,311  million  recurring  reduction  to  the  Coast  Guard's  base  in  the  fiscal  year 
1993  budget  was  predicated  and  equally  offset  by  the  one-time,  no-year  funds  that 
became  available  only  after  all  the  extraordinary  costs  of  Desert  Shield/Desert 
Storm  had  been  covered.  When  these  one-time  funds  are  expended  in  fiscal  year 
1993,  a  $10,311  million  deficit  results  in  fiscal  year  1994.  The  application  of  Congress 
of  these  unused  non-recurring  funds  to  offset  recurring  funding  needs  does  not  con- 
stitute funding  of  "extraordinary  events." 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  justification  says  that  if  not  restored,  this  would 
leave  "unspecified  programs/facilities  unfunded  beyond  fiscal  year 
1993".  If  you  can't  specify  the  programs  and  facilities,  how  do  you 
know  they  will  remain  unfunded? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Almost  half  of  the  $10,311  million  recurring  reduction  to  the  Coast  Guard's  base 
that  would  occur  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  can  be  offset  by  the  one-time,  no- 
year  funds  ($5  million)  that  become  available  after  all  the  extraordinary  costs  of 
Hurricane  Andrew  have  been  addressed.  Because  these  one-time  funds  are  available 
in  fiscal  year  1994,  a  $5,311  million  deficit  remains  to  be  restored  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

The  line  item  represents  ten  percent  of  our  incremental  request.  If  $5,311  million 
is  not  restored,  the  equivalent  of  a  non-specific,  across-the-board  budget  cut  would 
result.  All  programs  having  operating  and  maintenance  cost  components  would  be 
affected. 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  provide  a  specific  listing  of  the  activities  or 
items  which  would  receive  funding  from  this  additional  funding? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  net  effect  of  funding  $10,311  million  of  fiscal  year  1993  Operating  Expenses 
recurring  requirements  with  non-recurring  funds  is  to  automatically  create  a  deficit 
position  entering  fiscal  year  1994.  Therefore  the  funds  requested  do  not  add  to  the 
base  (or  any  associated  new  items)  but  maintain  base  level  services  attained  through 
the  fiscal  year  1993  and  prior  year  budgets. 

LTS-101  ENGINE  MAINTENANCE 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  39,  you  are  proposing  to  increase  O&M  fund- 
ing for  the  Lycoming  LTS-101  engine  from  $4,209,000  in  fiscal  year 
1993  to  $10,109,000  in  fiscal  year  1994.  What  accounts  for  such  an 
increase?  Is  Textron  no  longer  under  the  "power  by  the  hour"  pro- 
visions of  the  contract? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $5,900,000  proposed  increase  in  O&M  funding  for  the  Lycoming  LTS-101 
engine  is  for  the  restoration  of  recurring  aviation  maintenance  funds.  The  July  1990 
Coast  Guard-Lycoming  settlement  of  claims  concerning  the  LTS-101  engine  provid- 
ed for  a  Coast  Guard  sell-back  of  engine  parts  that  were  no  longer  required  under 
the  power-by-the-hour  contract.  In  fiscal  year  1991,  the  Coast  Guard  LTS-101  recur- 
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ring  maintenance  base  funding  was  reduced  by  $7,700,000  due  to  credits  received 
under  this  parts  sell-back  provision.  In  fiscal  year  1992,  Congress  restored  $1,800,000 
to  the  LTS-101  recurring  maintenance  base,  as  only  $5,900,000  in  contract  credit  re- 
mained available.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  all  credits  realized  under  the  parts  sell-back 
provision  will  have  been  exhausted.  The  power-by -the-hour  contract  with  Textron 
Lycoming  expires  in  1996. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  be  the  effect  on  HH-65  operations  if  this 
additional  funding  were  not  provided? 
[The  information  follows:] 

If  this  additional  funding  is  not  provided,  aircraft  availability  would  be  adversely 
impacted.  If  this  shortfall  was  applied  to  the  HH-65  engine  maintenance  activity 
only,  it  would  result  in  approximately  a  75%  reduction  in  FY94  programmed  flight 
hours.  However,  other  aircraft  system  maintenance  and  repairs  would  probably  be 
deferred  and  we  would  not  restock /repair  spare  parts  in  order  to  provide  the  fund- 
ing required  for  continued  operations  of  the  HH-65,  which  is  the  Coast  Guard's  pri- 
mary aviation  resource  for  search  and  rescue.  The  impact  of  deferred  maintenance 
could  be  felt  within  a  year  in  the  form  of  aircraft  availability  rates  falling  below 
acceptable  levels  due  to  failure  of  critical  components.  If  funds  were  restored  later, 
there  would  be  a  noticeable  time  lag  in  improving  availability  rates  while  spare 
parts  were  being  procured. 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  estimated  payments  for  unemployment  compen- 
sation for  ex-service  members  will  rise  from  $2,304,000  in  fiscal 
year  1993  to  $4,870,000  in  fiscal  year  1994.  What  is  causing  these 
costs  to  more  than  double  in  a  single  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  large  increase  in  the  costs  for  unemployment  compensation  for  ex-service 
members  is  being  driven  primarily  by  a  change  in  benefits.  The  Emergency  Unem- 
ployment Compensation  Act  of  1991,  P.L.  102-164,  of  15  November  1991  shortened 
the  waiting  period  to  receive  benefits  from  four  weeks  to  one  week  and  increased 
the  duration  of  the  benefit  period  from  thirteen  to  twenty-six  weeks. 

DEFENSE  DATA  NETWORK 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  43,  you  are  requesting  $675,000  to  use  the  De- 
partment of  Defense's  secure  computer  communications  network 
known  as  the  Defense  Data  Network.  This  is  a  new  budget  item 
since,  as  your  justification  indicates,  the  service  had  previously 
been  provided  free  of  charge  to  the  Coast  Guard  by  the  DOD.  What 
made  them  change  their  policy? 

[The  information  follows:] 

DOD  provided  DDN  service  in  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992  at  no  cost  to  the  Coast 
Guard  as  part  of  the  counternarcotics  services-in-kind  support  to  law  enforcement 
agencies.  Fiscal  year  1993  DDN  service  was  provided  at  no  cost  to  the  Coast  Guard 
using  DoD  counter-narcotics  funding.  DDN  enables  the  Coast  Guard  to  participate 
in  several  DOD  programs  requiring  DDN  access  such  as  the  Anti-Drug  Network 
(ADNET),  the  Joint  Maritime  Information  Element  (JMIE)  and  the  Narcotics  Tacti- 
cal Reporting  System  (NTRS),  until  our  own  funding  could  be  obtained  through  the 
budget  process.  DoD  policy  has  not  changed;  since  FY91  DoD  has  maintained  that 
their  provision  of  DDN  services  was  temporary  and  provided  only  during  the  inter- 
im period  until  the  Coast  Guard  obtained  a  recurring  funding  source. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  this  is  the  defense  data  network,  and  the  Defense 
Department  no  longer  cares  if  you  subscribe,  why  bother?  Are  they 
trying  to  tell  you  something? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  a  major  participant  in  many  of  DOD's  Information  Resource 
Management  (IRM)  systems  which  require  DDN  connectivity.  These  IRM  systems 
are  extremely  valuable  to  Coast  Guard  mission  accomplishment  through  command 
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and  control,  intelligence  and  interoperability  with  DOD  and  Law  Enforcement 
Agencies  (LEAs).  DDN  is  essential  for  accomplishing  not  only  our  Defense  Oper- 
ations mission,  but  due  to  the  resulting  connectivity  and  interoperability  it  provides 
with  other  LEAs,  it  is  important  for  accomplishing  many  of  our  other  missions  as 
well.  DOD  does  regard  us  as  a  very  valuable  participant,  and  has  provided  funding 
for  the  previous  three  years  to  enable  us  to  participate  until  our  own  funding  could 
be  obtained  through  the  budget  process. 

DAY  CARE  CENTERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  the  amount  of  Operating  Expense  fund- 
ing for  day  care  centers  in  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994,  by  day  care 
center. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Seven  Coast  Guard  Child  Development  Centers  (CDC's) 
are  currently  operated  as  Nonappropriated  Fund  Activities  (NAFA) 
and  the  Coast  Guard  is  the  lead  agency  for  a  CDC  in  the 
Headquarters  building  in  Washington,  D,C.  (a  GSA  building). 

Appropriated  funds  partially  support  all  eight  CDC's,  paying 
for  such  things  as  space,  utilities,  maintenance,  custodial 
services,  security,  and  major  equipment.   In  addition, 
appropriated  funds  support  a  total  of  eleven  full  time  positions 
for  supervisory  personnel  at  the  seven  Coast  Guard  CDC's. 

Based  upon  data  collected  at  the  end  of  NAFA  FY92  (December 
31,  1992),  we  project  the  following  annual  operating  expense  (OE) 
funding  support  for  our  Child  Development  Centers: 

FY93  ESTIMATED  CHILD  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER  OE  FUNDING 

CDC  Location 


Cape  Cod,  MA 

San  Juan,  PR 

Governors  Island,  NY 

Cape  May,  NJ 

Borinquen,  PR 

Petaluma,  CA 

Kodiak,  AK 

New  London,  CT 

Washington  DC 

Total 

Note  1:   Anticipate  opening  August  1993. 

Note  2:   Includes  $120K  grant  plus  approximately  $101K  for 

renovations,  playground  equipment,  and  playground  area  site 

drainage. 


O&M  Fund 

ing 

Appropriated 
Fund  Salaries 

Total 

6,800 

71,500 

78,300 

2,600 

32,600 

35,200 

27,900 

71,500 

99,400 

2,600 

32,600 

35,200 

5,800 

32,600 

38,400 

12,300 

59,300 

71,600 

20,800 

71,500 

92,300 

60,000 

(Note 

1) 

16,200 

76,200 

221.500 

(Note 

2) 

000 

221,500 

360,300 

387,800 

748,100 
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ESTIMATED  FY94  CHILD  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER  OE  FUNDING 


CDC  Location 
Cape  Cod,  MA 
San  Juan,  PR 
Governors  Island,  NY 
Cape  May,  NJ 
Borinquen,  PR 
Petaluma,  CA 
Kodiak,  AK 
New  London,  CT 
Boston,  MA 
Alameda,  CA 
Washington  DC 
Total 


O&M  Funding 

7,000 

2,600 

28,600 

2,600 

6,000 

12,600 

21,300 

12,000 

61,000  (Note  1) 
68,000  (Note  2) 
100.000 
321,700 


Appropriated 
Fund  Salaries 
87,800 

48,900 

87,800 

48,900 

48,900 

59,300 

87,800 

55,200 

55,200 

23,000 

000 

602,800 


Note  1:   Anticipate  opening  January  1994. 
Note  2:   Anticipate  opening  August  1994. 


Total 
94,800 
51,500 

116,400 
51,500 
54,900 
71,900 

109,100 
67,200 

116,200 
91,000 

100.000 

924,500 


The  FY94  budget  request  for  Work-Life  initiatives  includes  12 
additional  appropriated  fund  positions  to  reinforce  child  care 
services  at  a  rate  more  comparable  to  that  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  (DoD). 
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ALAMEDA,  CA,  DAY  CARE  FACILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  46,  you  are  requesting  $119,000  to  operate  the 
day  care  center  in  Alameda,  California,  in  fiscal  year  1994.  Your 
justification  indicates  that  this  facility  v/ill  be  operational  begin- 
ning in  August  1994,  which  is  almost  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 
Why  is  the  $119,000  needed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

$119,000  will  be  required  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Day  Care  Center  each  year 
over  the  life  of  the  facility,  with  the  exception  of  fiscal  year  1994. 

The  convention  for  all  line  items  in  the  shore  facility  construction  follow-on  cate- 
gory has  been  to  request  full-year  funding.  It  is  understood  that  this  convention  was 
allowed  due  to  the  magnitude  of  the  shore  facility  backlog. 

The  pro-rated  funds  for  fiscal  year  1994  for  this  facility  would  equal  $19,833.  If  the 
convention  changes,  the  remaining  $99,167  would  then  be  annualized  in  fiscal  year 
1995. 

KODIAK  POOL  O&M  FUNDS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $134,000  to  operate  and  maintain 
the  new  swimming  pool  at  Kodiak,  Alaska.  The  facility  is  sched- 
uled for  completion  in  June  1994  which  is  almost  the  end  of  the 
fiscal  year.  Why  are  those  funds  needed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

$134,000  will  be  required  to  operate  and  maintain  the  new  swimming  pool  each 
year  over  the  life  of  the  facility,  with  the  exception  of  fiscal  year  1994. 

The  pro-rated  funds  for  fiscal  year  1994  for  this  facility  would  equal  $44,667.  If  the 
convention  discussed  in  the  previous  question  changes,  the  remaining  $89,333  would 
then  be  annualized  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Pro-rating  all  of  the  projects  in  the  shore  facilities  construction  follow-on  category 
on  a  monthly  basis  would  draw  down  the  entire  line  item  on  pages  46  and  47  of  the 
justifications  to  $1.56  million  with  a  $0,769  million  annualization  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  user  fees  will  be  charged  for  the  use  of  the  pool 
at  Support  Center  Kodiak  for  nonduty  purposes,  how  much  reve- 
nue will  be  raised  each  year  from  those  fees,  and  how  will  those 
funds  be  used? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Kodiak  pool  facility  is  scheduled  to  open  in  June  1994  and  we  anticipate  that 
the  user  fee  will  be  set  at  $1.00  per  person  per  admission  for  recreational  swimming. 
We  expect  that  the  collection  of  the  user  fees  will  generate  approximately  $36,000 
per  fiscal  year  once  the  pool  is  in  operation;  the  fees  collected  in  fiscal  year  1994 
will  be  less  than  that  amount  because  the  pool  will  be  open  for  less  than  half  the 
year.  The  revenues  generated  will  be  applied  to  operating  costs  such  as  lifeguards 
and  pool  supplies. 

Mr.  Carr.  Precisely  how  would  your  request  of  $134,000  be  used, 
and  would  this  figure  rise  in  future  years? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  $134,000  would  be  used  to  fund  normal  pool  maintenance,  energy  and  utility 
costs,  and  any  necessary  repairs  over  the  life  of  the  facility.  This  figure  would  rise 
in  the  future,  in  accordance  with  normal  cost  of  living  adjustments. 

VESSEL  TRAFFIC  SERVICE  FOLLOW-ON  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  49,  you  are  requesting  an  additional 
$1,618,000  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  new  VTS  systems 
and  equipment.  This  would  provide  total  funding  of  $7,875,000  in 
fiscal  year  1994.  Please  break  down  the  total  funding  requested  by 
geographic  location. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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A  total  of  $1,618,000  is  requested  in  FY94  for  follow-on  Operations  and  Mainte- 
nance (O&M)  and  Personnel.  The  breakdown  by  VTS  unit  is  as  follows  ($000): 

Unit  O&M       Personnel*       Total 

New  York $476 

Houston-Galveston 0 

San  Francisco 176 

Puget  Sound 100 

Prince  William  Sound 546 


0 

$476 

$49 

49 

49 

225 

184 

284 

38 

584 

Total 1,298  320      1,618 

*Personnel  funds  are  pro-rated  for  FTE  rate  utilization. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  break  down  the  total  funding  requested  by  the 
following  categories  and  compare  them  to  corresponding  funding 
for  fiscal  year  1993:  (1)  watchstanding;  (2)  training;  (3)  equipment 
upgrades;  and  (4)  other. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FY  94  request  of  $1,618,000  would  add  nine  permanent  billets  or  positions 
(plus  one  general  detail  billet)  to  assume  increased  watchstanding  and  training  re- 
quirements, and  to  increase  the  operations  and  maintenance  base  to  accommodate 
equipment  upgrades  and  service  expansions  installed  in  the  preceding  year.  Catego- 
ry (3),  Equipment  Upgrades,  includes  costs  associated  with  service  expansions,  such 
as  remote  site  leases  and  dedicated  telephone  lines  for  data  relay.  The  breakdown 
by  category  is  as  follows  ($000): 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Category  ^^^UTS'^^  199^  request 


(1)  Watchstanding 

(2)  Training 

(3)  Equipment  upgrades. 

(4)  Ottier 


398/234 

173 

0/0 

147 

026/324 

1298 

0/0 

0 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  additional 
$1,618,000  by  VTS  location  and  provide  a  brief  narrative  explana- 
tion describing  why  additional  funds  are  needed  in  each  case. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FY  94  request  of  $1,618,000  provides  additional  resources  to  five  of  the  eight 
Coast  Guard  Vessel  Traffic  Services  (VTS).  Of  this  amount,  $320,000  is  for  person- 
nel, and  the  remaining  $1,298,000  is  for  operations  and  maintenance.  The  break- 
down by  VTS  unit  is  as  follows  (personnel  costs  contained  herein  have  been  round- 
ed): 

VTS  New  York  ($476,000).  This  amount  includes  $59,000  for  remote  site  leases, 
$317,000  for  dedicated  data  quality  communications  services,  and  $100,000  for  con- 
tract system  maintenance  of  the  new  and  more  complex  VTS  computer  network. 

VTS  Houston — Galveston  ($49,000).  This  is  to  provide  a  dedicated  training  officer 
to  support  increased  training  requirements. 

VTS  San  Francisco  ($225,000).  This  amount  includes  $7,000  for  remote  site  leases, 
$69,000  for  dedicated  data  quality  communications  services,  $100,000  for  contract 
system  maintenance  of  the  new  and  more  complex  VTS  computer  network,  and 
$49,000  for  a  dedicated  training  officer  to  meet  increased  training  requirements. 

VTS  Puget  Sound  ($284,000).  This  amount  includes  $100,000  for  contract  system 
maintenance  of  the  new  and  more  complex  VTS  computer  network  and  a  dedicated 
training  officer  to  meet  increased  training  requirements.  This  line  item  also  in- 
cludes $184,000  for  five  watchstanders  to  the  VTS  crew  in  response  to  the  increase 
in  marine  traffic  management  requirements  brought  about  by  the  dramatic  growth 
in  the  port  of  Tacoma. 


989 

VTS  Prince  William  Sound  ($584,000).  This  amount  includes  $534,000  for  the  first 
year  contracted  maintenance  of  the  dependent  surveillance  system  now  being  in- 
stalled, $7,000  for  the  maintenance  of  the  recently  expanded  communications  net- 
work and  $5,000  for  the  operation  of  upgraded  generators  necessary  to  meet  the  in- 
creased power  requirements  of  the  dependent  surveillance  system.  First  year  costs 
are  considerably  higher  than  the  continued  maintenance  cost  because  of  the  need  to 
establish  a  spare  parts  inventory.  Therefore,  this  amount  will  decrease  by  approxi- 
mately $298,000  the  following  year.  This  request  also  adds  $38,000  for  one  superviso- 
ry watchstander  to  the  VTS  crew  to  administer  the  new  automated  dependent  sur- 
veillance system. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  particular  how  did  you  calculate  the  need  for  an 
additional  $476,000  for  VTS  New  York  and  an  additional  $546,000 
for  Prince  William  Sound? 

[The  information  follows:] 

VTS  New  York:  The  $476,000  in  operations  and  maintenance  funds  includes 
$59,000  for  13  remote  site  leases,  $317,000  for  dedicated  data  quality  communica- 
tions services  between  each  of  the  sites  and  the  Vessel  Traffic  Center,  and  $100,000 
for  contract  system  maintenance  of  the  new  and  more  complex  VTS  computer  net- 
work. The  amounts  for  leases  and  communications  services  were  derived  from 
quotes  provided  by  vendors  and  property  owners.  The  figure  for  contract  system 
maintenance  is  from  an  official  government  estimate  for  like  services. 

VTS  Prince  William  Sound:  $534,000  of  the  $546,000  request  is  for  first  year  main- 
tenance of  the  automated  dependent  surveillance  (ADS)  system.  This  amount  is  de- 
rived from  a  quote  from  the  vendor  installing  the  system.  Of  the  remaining  $12,000, 
$7,000  is  for  maintenance  of  the  recently  expanded  communications  network  and 
$5,000  is  the  additional  cost  of  operating  upgraded  generators  necessary  to  meet  the 
increased  power  requirements  of  the  ADS  system. 

First  year  maintenance  costs  for  the  ADS  are  considerably  higher  than  outyear 
funding  needs  because  of  the  necessity  to  establish  an  initial  spare  parts  inventory. 
To  adjust  for  this,  a  recurring  reduction  of  $298,000  will  be  requested  in  our  FY  95 
budget  estimate. 

INFORMATION  RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  52,  you  are  requesting  an  additional 
$3,550,000  for  information  resources  management.  Please  provide  a 
brief  narrative  description  justifying  each  of  the  cost  elements 
listed  in  the  table  on  page  52. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $3,550,000  provides  necessary  funding  for  follow-on  operations  and  mainte- 
nance for  a  broad  spectrum  of  IRM  project  and  management  initiatives  in  the  Coast 
Guard.  The  Law  Enforcement  Information  System  II  (LEIS  II),  developed  in  prior 
years  through  AC&I  funds,  is  in  its  final  stages  and  becomes  operational  by  FY  94. 
Funds  provide  hardware  and  software  operations  and  maintenance  and  cover  addi- 
tional telecommunications  costs.  The  system  collects  and  distributes  law  enforce- 
ment information  Coast  Guard  wide.  The  Strategic  Information  Resources  Manage- 
ment Plan  (SIRMP)  efforts  are  a  follow-on  to  strategic  IRM  planning  directed  by  the 
Coast  Guard  Omnibus  Act  of  1990.  Initial  SIRMP  efforts  focused  on  developing  and 
maintaining  strategic  IRM  plans  at  the  Headquarters  level.  This  request  expands 
SIRMP  development  and  maintenance  to  the  District  and  Maintenance  &  Logistics 
Commands  (MLCs)  which  are  the  next  echelon  in  the  chain  of  command.  SIRMP 
helps  identify  information  systems  based  on  essential  business  needs  with  an  em- 
phasis on  improving  productivity  through  re-engineering.  SIRMP  planning  will  help 
identify  opportunities  to  gain  efficiencies  through  information  sharing  and  the  de- 
velopment of  cross  functional  systems.  Systems  to  Automate  and  Integrate  Logistics 
(SAIL)  is  being  developed  in  several  modules  under  a  current  year  AC&I  project  to 
re-engineer  and  automate  vessel  logistics.  SAIL  is  expected  to  yield  efficiencies,  im- 
proved productivity  and  cost  avoidances.  Follow-on  funds  are  provided  for  software 
maintenance  of  the  Maintenance  Management  System  (MMS)  module  to  be  oper- 
ational in  FY  94  and  for  increased  telecommunications  costs  involved  with  the  or- 
dering of  mission  critical  parts  in  support  of  our  cutters.  The  Defense  Logistics  Mod- 
ernization line  provides  follow-on  maintenance  for  hardware  fielded  in  FY  94  under 
the  AC&I  project.  DOD  converted  its  federal  parts  ordering  system  from  microfiche 
to  a  system  called  Federal  Logistics  Data  (FEDLOG)  which  uses  CD-ROM  technolo- 
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gy  to  access  logistics  data.  The  system  is  essential  to  order  parts  and  supplies  at 
Coast  Guard  units.  The  Operational  Information  System  (OIS)  provides  funds  for  the 
operational  support  and  maintenance  of  the  prototype  OIS  equipment  once  testing 
is  completed  in  early  FY  94.  The  National  Pollution  Funds  Center  (NPFC)  line  pro- 
vides one  time  funds  to  complete  implementation  of  computer  systems  in  support  of 
the  NPFC  SIRMP  requirements.  The  National  Response  Center  (NRC)  Automation 
Enhancement  Project  (AEP)  line  provides  the  follow-on  contractor  support  for  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  of  the  Incident  Reporting  Information  System  (IRIS)  soft- 
ware developed  jointly  by  the  Coast  Guard  and  EPA.  The  system  provides  nation- 
wide report  coverage  of  emergency  environmental  incidents  for  the  Coast  Guard  and 
14  other  federal  agencies  with  responsibility  under  the  National  Response  Plan.  The 
Program  Reviews  line  provides  follow-on  management  oversight  review  of  critical 
major  IRM  systems  throughout  their  life  cycle.  This  will  reduce  project  risk  by  en- 
suring; architecture  standard  are  followed,  system  standards  are  integrated,  projects 
are  efficiently  executed,  ad  the  end-user  receives  the  optimum  product  at  the  least 
cost  and  delivery  time. 

WORK-LIFE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  total  request  of 
$18,097,000  for  work-life  initiatives,  and  denote  which  items  are  re- 
ceiving increases  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  total  resources  associated  with  the  Work-Life  program  are  allocated  in  the 
table  below  to  the  six  service  areas. 

SERVICE  AREA  RESOURCE  ALLOCATION  TABLE 

[Dollars  in  thousands] 


Service  area/fiscal  year  FTP         O&M  dollars 


Relocation: 

1993  Base 40  $749 

1994 '.ZZZIIIZ  0  602 

Dependent  support: 

1993  Base 42  349 

1994 IIIIIIZZ.  12  121 

Individual  and  intervention: 

1993  Base 45  1594 

1994 1  789 

Health  care  and  wellness: 

1993  Base 31  238 

1994 ; 7  183 

Advancement,  ed.  and  training: 

1993  Base 47  j  28O 

1994 LIZIIIIIZ  10  '599 

Special  services: 

1993  Base 0  0 

1994 ;::.:;::  o  o 


The  FY94  budget  request  includes  increases  in  programs  as  follows:  (1)  Reloca- 
tion-—a  funding  increase  to  improve  relocation  assistance  for  permanent  change  of 
station  moves;  (2)  Dependent  Support — funding  for  a  dependent  care  needs  assess- 
ment, as  well  as  FTP  for  lead  teachers  at  Coast  Guard  operated  Child  Development 
Centers;  (3)  Individual  &  Family  Support  &  Intervention — funding  to  improve  access 
to  basic  legal  assistance;  (4)  Health  Care  and  Wellness — funding  to  develop  a  phar- 
macy mail  system  and  FTP  to  increase  CG  representation  at  DOD  facilities;  (5)  Ad- 
vancement, Education  &  Training — FTP  and  funding  to  improve  training  opportuni- 
ties for  civilian  employees. 

FISHING  VESSEL  OPERATOR  LICENSING 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  an  additional  $187,000  in  fiscal 
year  1994  to  begin  a  licensing  program  for  operators  of  uninspected 
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fishing  vessels.  What  is  your  detailed  schedule  for  implementation 
of  this  licensing  program? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  additional  $187,000  in  FY94  provides  for  three  Headquarters  staff  personnel 
to  prepare  for  the  implementation  of  the  fishing  vessel  licensing  program. 

Upon  promulgation  of  implementing  regulations,  there  will  be  a  seven-year  period 
in  which  commercial  fishing  vessel  operators  will  be  required  to  comply  with  the 
new  provisions.  Commercial  training  institutions  will  develop  formal  course  materi- 
al as  a  prerequisite  to  the  commencement  of  the  licensing  program.  Once  an  ap- 
proved course  is  successfully  completed,  the  operator  can  be  licensed  to  perform  the 
duties  and  functions  as  an  operator  of  commercial  fishing  industry  vessels. 

This  seven-year  phase-in  program  begins  with  an  initial  two-year  period  when  the 
commercial  training  institutions  will  submit,  for  approval,  proposals  for  these 
courses.  The  Coast  Guard  will  review  and  approve  submissions  which  meet  pub- 
lished guidelines.  The  Coast  Guard  will  also  issue  acknowledgments  of  applications 
received  from  operators  of  uninspected  commercial  fishing  vessels.  The  following 
five  years  will  be  used  to  educate  and  license  all  affected  operators. 

During  FY94,  three  Headquarters  staff  officials  will  be  required  to  review  and  ap- 
prove training  program  course  curricula  and  conduct  on-site  visits. 

Follow  on  staffing  levels  will  be  developed  after  work  load  criteria  is  developed 
and  support  requirements  are  validated. 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  you  await  the  enactment  of  additional  authoriz- 
ing legislation  before  you  commence  this  licensing  program?  If  not, 
why  not?  What  is  the  cost  to  industry  of  such  a  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  must  await  the  enactment  of  authorizing  legislation  since  statutory  authority 
does  not  exist  to  allow  the  Coast  Guard  to  require  commercial  fishing  industry  ves- 
sels of  less  than  200  gross  tons  to  have  a  licensed  operator  on  board.  The  Coast 
Guard  has  requested  this  authority  in  the  proposed  Marine  Safety  Act  of  1993.  Both 
the  coast  Guard  and  the  Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel  Advisory  Committee 
(CFIVAC)  feel  that  the  licensing  of  commercial  fishing  vessel  operators,  with  the 
emphasis  on  training,  is  a  needed  step  to  reduce  casualties  caused  by  human  error 
and  to  improve  the  safety  record  of  the  fishing  vessel  industry.  This  issue  is  impor- 
tant enough  to  proceed  with  the  budgetary  requests  and  legislative  proposals  simul- 
taneously. 

Since  the  Coast  Guard  is  recommending  private  training  be  accepted  in  lieu  of 
Coast  Guard  testing,  each  applicant  will  be  responsible  for  the  training  costs  in- 
curred. The  cost  of  the  training  is  unknown  at  this  time,  but  will  vary  depending 
upon  distance  traveled,  lodging,  and  tuition.  Based  on  current  training  practices  rec- 
ommended by  the  CFIVAC,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  training  industry  will  attempt 
to  conduct  local  training  at  competitive  prices.  The  training  industry  estimates  the 
tuition  to  cost  approximately  $200.  Costs  associated  with  a  Coast  Guard  application 
include:  a  complete  physical  exam  ($75),  drug-test  screening  ($60),  Coast  Guard  user 
fee  for  application  evaluation  ($65),  issuance  of  a  license  ($35),  and  an  FBI  criminal 
record  check  ($17). 

Depending  on  the  distance  traveled  and  cost  of  lodging,  the  expense  to  the  indus- 
try could  range  from  $5.1  to  $12  million  per  year. 

Mr.  Carr,  You  are  requesting  three  additional  civilian  positions 
in  fiscal  year  1994  to  implement  this  program.  Why  not  use  the 
FTEs  which  were  previously  allocated  to  the  development  of  the  li- 
censing plan  instead  of  requesting  resources  above  the  base  level? 
Weren't  Coast  Guard  resources  used  to  develop  this  plan? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Coast  Guard  resources  were  used  to  develop  this  plan.  The  personnel  involved, 
however,  were  not  the  result  of  base  level  funding  associated  with  the  Fishing 
Vessel  Act  of  1988.  Although  the  Act  required  development  of  this  plan,  it  did  not 
provide  additional  personnel  for  this  purpose.  As  a  result,  key  personnel  had  to  be 
diverted  from  other  critical  programs.  This  adversely  impacted  overall  Coast  Guard 
licensing  activities  because  there  were  no  authorized  FTE  to  fill  the  void. 

The  resources  used  to  develop  the  Congressionally  mandated  licensing  plan  were 
reallocated  within  the  Merchant  Vessel  Personnel  Division.  Development  of  the  li- 
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censing  plan  took  an  estimated  two  man-years  to  complete.  Dedicating  these  re- 
sources to  plan  development  adversely  affected  several  program  areas  normally 
handled  by  these  positions:  international  initiatives  were  delayed;  development  and 
clarification  of  Coast  Guard  policy  concerning  manning  issues  were  not  responsive 
to  the  needs  of  the  public  and  Coast  Guard  field  units;  and  legislative  proposals  and 
R&D  initiatives  concerning  manning  reform  were  postponed.  With  completion  of  ini- 
tial plan  development  and  the  filling  of  the  three  additional  positions,  these  dedicat- 
ed resources  will  resume  the  prescribed  duties  of  their  respective  positions. 

The  FTE  requested  in  the  FY94  budget  represent  the  resources  necessary  to  pro- 
vide effective  implementation  of  the  licensing  plan.  The  responsibilities  of  the  three 
positions  include:  reviewing  and  approving  the  fishing  vessel  operator  training  pro- 
gram courses  curriculum,  training  facilities,  and  instructors;  determining  by  ran- 
domly attending  and  visiting  sources,  if  previously  approved  courses,  including  fa- 
cilities, instructors,  and  curriculum,  are  continuing  to  meet  regulatory  standards; 
educating  the  public,  including  remote  location  travel,  conducting  media  interviews, 
and  speaking  to  national  organizations;  approving  or  denjdng  applications  concern- 
ing physical  and  psychiatric  impairments  that  may  effect  an  applicant's  ability  to 
effectively  and  safely  perform  the  duties  of  a  licensed  operator;  interpreting  results 
of  medical  examination  and  evaluations,  including  hearing  loss,  as  well  as  color  and 
other  vision  deficiencies;  evaluating  and  responding  to  appeals  of  licensing  decisions 
(i.e.,  medical  conditions,  substance  usage,  or  criminal  record);  responding  to  tele- 
phone and  written  inquiries  for  information;  maintaining  productive  liaison  with  of- 
ficials of  the  fishing  industry  to  foster  an  understanding  of  the  Coast  Guard  Licens- 
ing policies  and  processes  as  well  as  identifying  and  resolving  recurring  problems; 
providing  advise  and  coordination  functions  between  the  Coast  Guard  and  the  fish- 
ing vessel  industry  to  interpret  matters  concerning  the  laws,  rules  and  regulations 
pertaining  to  the  program;  and  providing  on-site  training  and  Regional  Exam 
Center  personnel  regarding  licensing  implementation,  course  evaluations  and  ad- 
ministration procedures. 

To  use  the  same  personnel  involved  in  plan  development  would  result  in  a  recur- 
ring manpower  deficit  for  the  Marine  Licensing  program. 

PASSENGER  VESSEL  SAFETY  POSITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  57,  you  are  requesting  11  additional  positions 
in  fiscal  year  1994  for  passenger  vessel  safety  activities.  Please  pro- 
vide a  listing  of  these  positions  by  title,  grade  level,  and  salary  and 
describe  what  additional  work  will  be  performed. 

[The  information  follows:] 

These  individuals  will  conduct  in-depth  plan  reviews  and  examinations  of  foreign 
flag  passenger  vessels  visiting  U.S.  ports.  Plan  reviews  and  examinations  are  needed 
to  ensure  compliance  with  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea  (SOLAS)  amendments  scheduled  to 
come  into  force  in  1994,  1996,  2000  and  2010.  Plan  reviewers  will  assist  on  the  on- 
site  inspectors  in  the  initial  and  routine  examinations  on  an  as-needed  basis. 

The  following  table  lists  the  position  titles,  grade  levels  and  approximate  annual 
salaries  of  the  positions  requested  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget. 

Position  title  Grade  Annualized  salary 

Vessel  Inspection— Duty LT $64,000 

Vessel  Inspection— Duty LT 64,000 

Vessel  Inspection— Duty LT 64,000 

Vessel  Inspection— Duty CWO 57,000 

General  Detail LT 64,000 

Fire  Protection  Engineer GM-13 70,000 

Electrical/Mech.  Engineer GIVI-13 70,000 

Naval  Architect GIVI-13 70,000 

Naval  Architect GIVI-13 70,000 

Naval  Architect GIVI-13 70,000 

Naval  Architect GM-13 70,000 

Total 733,000 
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OIL  SPILL  RESPONSE  TRAINING 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $969,000  above  the  base  for  addi- 
tional training  for  oil  spill  response  (p.58).  However,  a  footnote  on 
page  58  states  that  "O&M  funds  for  this  item  will  be  derived  from 
OPA  90  funds  already  provided  to  the  Coast  Guard  which  are  ex- 
pected to  become  available  in  fiscal  year  1994".  Please  explain  this 
statement,  and  in  particular  state  why  these  funds  are  included  in 
your  1994  budget  if  they  have  already  been  provided  to  the  Coast 
Guard. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $969K  requested  in  the  FY94  budget  is  for  the  25  full  time  positions  required 
to  staff  the  standardization  team  only.  The  footnote  on  page  58  refers  only  to  O&M 
funding  above  and  beyond  that  required  for  these  personnel  resources.  The  footnote 
was  included  to  explain  how  the  O&M  expenses  (other  than  personnel)  would  be 
funded.  No  additional  O&M  funding  has  been  requested.  Of  the  initial  OPA  90  fund- 
ing provided  in  fiscal  year  1991,  a  portion  is  expected  to  become  available  because  of 
the  scheduled  completion  of  a  number  of  OPA  90  directed  studies.  It  is  this  funding 
that  will  be  used  to  support  recurring  transportation  and  outfitting  requirements 
for  personnel  on  the  team. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  percentage  of  the  hours  of  personnel  at  your  oil 
spill  response  units  are  utilized  in  training  now? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard's  specialized  oil  spill  response  units  are  the  National  Strike 
Force  Coordination  Center,  and  the  Atlantic,  the  Pacific,  and  the  Gulf  Strike  Teams. 
In  FY92  they  devoted,  on  average,  25%  of  their  personnel  hours  to  internal  and  ex- 
ternal training  for  pollution  response.  For  the  first  two  quarters  of  FY93,  these 
same  units  have  devoted,  on  average,  30%  of  their  time  to  training.  This  meets  the 
program  target  for  initial  and  follow-on  training  for  strike  team  personnel  and  the 
field  unit  personnel  they  support. 

As  part  of  their  duties,  they  also  provided  pollution  response  training  to  the  44 
Marine  Safety  Offices,  17  Marine  Safety  Detachments,  and  4  Captains  of  the  Ports 
across  the  continental  United  States  and  U.S.  Territories. 

In  addition,  the  Preparedness  Division  of  the  National  Strike  Force  Coordination 
Center,  is  responsible  for  planning,  conducting,  and  evaluating  pollution  exercises. 
These  multi-agency  exercises  are  conducted  at  Coast  Guard  and  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  field  units  across  the  country.  The  number  of  these  exercises  will  be 
increasing  as  a  result  of  OPA  90  mandates.  Resources  to  meet  this  additional  train- 
ing requirement  are  included  in  this  year's  request. 

NATIONAL  RESPONSE  CENTER  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  seven  additional  military  positions 
to  serve  as  watchstanders  at  the  National  Response  Center.  How 
many  of  the  23  current  positions  are  onboard  today? 

Why  should  these  be  military  and  not  civilian  positions? 

Please  provide  some  additional  detail  explaining  the  need  for 
these  additional  watchstanders. 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  nineteen  military  watchstander  billets,  three  military  general  detail 
billets  and  one  civilian  administrative  position  associated  with  the  National  Re- 
sponse Center  (NRC).  All  of  the  watchstanders  are  onboard  today. 

The  National  Response  Team  (NRT)  requires  the  NRC  watchstander  (a)  be  famil- 
iar with  pollution  response,  (b)  have  a  knowledge  of  the  National  Response  System, 
(c)  possess  a  thorough  understanding  of  Coast  Guard  organization  and  operations,  as 
well  as  (d)  arrive  with  an  immediate  competency  on  the  NRC/USCG  computer  sys- 
tems. 

Military  personnel  were  specified  to  provide  better  control  and  flexibility  in  meet- 
ing the  duty  requirements.  The  Coast  Guard  has  military  personnel  who  have  the 
necessary  training  to  perform  effectively  in  the  NRC.  Typically,  watch  communica- 
tors are  Marine  Science  Technicians  (MST)  that  come  to  the  NRC  with  specific 
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training  in  USCG  computer  operations  and  environmental  issues,  policy,  and  re- 
sponse techniques.  A  pool  of  civilians  with  the  necessary  skills  is  not  readily  avail- 
able and  training  would  be  necessary.  Personnel  turnover  is  more  difficult  to 
manage.  Trained  military  personnel  can  be  readily  reassigned  to  fill  these  critical 
duties.  Civilian  replacements  would  go  through  the  standard  hiring  process  and 
training  delays  may  be  built  into  the  replacement  timeline.  Military  can  be  immedi- 
ately tasked  to  24-hour  duty  to  meet  emergencies,  providing  staffing  flexibility 
(avoiding  overtime  issues,  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act/scheduling  conflicts). 

Additional  resources  are  needed  to  meet  the  increased  workload  attributed  pri- 
marily to  changes  in  laws  and  regulations  and  greater  public  awareness  of  reporting 
requirements.  The  NRC  watch  has  been  billeted  for  19  watchstanders  since  1988. 
Over  the  last  four  years,  the  number  of  pollution  discharge  reports  received  and  re- 
corded by  the  NRC  has  increased  by  68%  from  16,294  report  in  1988  to  26,526  in 
1992.  The  lasting  effects  of  OPA  90,  along  with  an  increased  emphasis  on  MARPOL 
V  reporting  should  result  in  a  continuation  of  this  upward  trend.  Increased  public 
interest  and  awareness  of  environmental  issues  will  influence  how  great  these  in- 
creases are. 

Much  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  NRC  report  activity  has  been  met  through  pro- 
ductivity improvements  using  enhanced  computer  and  communications  resources. 
Further  technological  productivity  improvements  are  not  available  at  this  time.  The 
number  of  persons  available  to  answer  calls  is  now  the  primary  limiting  factor  in 
prompt  handling  of  pollution  reports.  Telephone  system  reports  show  that  up  to 
20%  incoming  calls  are  not  answered  promptly  (5%  busy/ 15%  dropped  from  hold). 

MARINE  RESOURCES  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  59,  you  are  requesting  an  additional 
$2,374,000  to  expand  our  operational  activities  in  the  enforcement 
of  marine  resource  laws  and  regulations.  Please  provide  a  detailed 
explanation  of  why  these  funds  are  needed,  supported  by  appropri- 
ate statistics  detailing  the  problem  and  recent  trends. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $2,374,000  request  will  specifically  support  establishing,  staffing,  and  operat- 
ing four  regional  fisheries  law  enforcement  training  teams.  This  request  will  also 
provide  additional  billets  for  district  law  enforcement  staffs  to  increase  Coast  Guard 
participation  in  the  developmental  stages  of  fishery  management  regulations  and 
improve  regional  enforcement  coordination  with  both  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  (NMFS)  and  state  marine  resource  enforcement  agencies. 

In  November  of  1992,  the  Coast  Guard  completed  an  analysis  of  its  living  marine 
resource  law  enforcement  mission.  The  purpose  of  this  review  was  to  examine  the 
effectiveness  of  our  current  efforts  and  make  recommendations  for  improvements  to 
ensure  the  Coast  Guard  was  positioned  to  meet  the  growing  demands  of  marine  re- 
source conservation  and  management.  A  central  finding  of  this  study  was  that  the 
level  of  fisheries  law  enforcement  training  w£is  inadequate  to  meet  mission  require- 
ments. For  example,  one  of  our  key  customer  groups — the  fishing  industry — has  ex- 
pressed the  concern  that  with  improved  training.  Coast  Guard  enforcement  person- 
nel would  be  better  able  to  identify  and  apprehend  blatant  violators  while  reducing 
the  impact  of  Coast  Guard  activity  on  legitimate,  hard-working  fishermen  trying  to 
make  ends  meet  in  a  difficult  environment.  Prior  to  this  study.  Coast  Guard  law 
enforcement  personnel  received  an  average  of  only  four  hours  of  formal  fisheries 
law  enforcement  training  at  our  national  Maritime  Law  Enforcement  School  in 
Yorktown,  VA.  Also  available  are  varying  levels  of  formal  instruction  from  a  wide 
variety  of  sources,  including  the  district  and  group  commands,  local  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  agents,  and  on-the-job  training.  While  we  have  since  dou- 
bled fisheries  instruction  at  our  national  school  to  eight  hours,  this  combination  of 
formal  and  informal  training  is  still  insufficient  to  meet  the  need  given  the  increas- 
ing number  and  complexity  of  marine  resource  regulations.  This  trend  is  expected 
to  continue  through  the  1990's  and  into  the  21st  century  until  virtually  every  com- 
mercially valuable  species  is  regulated  under  some  type  of  management  plan. 

Because  fisheries,  fishery  regulations,  and  the  fish  themselves  are  regional  in 
nature,  effective  fisheries  training  lends  itself  to  a  regional  approach.  Such  an  ap- 
proach is  being  used  by  the  First  Coast  Guard  District's  Operations  Training  Team 
(OTT)  in  Cape  Cod,  MA.  Coast  Guard  units  which  use  the  training  available  from 
OTT  hold  it  in  high  regard.  Our  goal  is  to  use  OTT  as  a  model  and  replicate  their 
regional   approach   to  fisheries  training   in   four  strategic   regions:   New  England, 
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South  Atlantic/Gulf  of  Mexico,  Pacific  coast,  and  Alaska.  56  billets  and  $500,000  in 
operations  and  maintenance  funding  are  requested  to  support  these  4  regional  train- 
ing teams. 

Besides  providing  highly  trained  law  enforcement  personnel,  close  coordination 
with  other  marine  resource  enforcement  agencies  and  participation  in  the  regula- 
tory development  process  are  critical  to  ensure  the  effective  use  of  Coast  Guard 
operational  resources.  Additional  personnel  are  necessary  to  meet  these  require- 
ments as  the  number  and  complexity  of  marine  resource  regulations  continues  to 
increase. 

Additional  billets  are  also  being  sought  in  this  request  to  improve  regional  en- 
forcement coordination  with  both  the  NMFS  and  state  marine  resource  enforcement 
agencies.  Improving  interagency  coordination  will  increase  the  effectiveness  of  Coast 
Guard  enforcement  activity.  In  the  fiscal  year  1993  budget,  billets  were  provided  to 
our  district  law  enforcement  staffs  to  increase  Coast  Guard  participation  on  the  re- 
gional fishery  management  councils.  The  fiscal  year  1993  budget  also  provided  for 
interagency  liaison  with  the  NMFS  and  the  Department  of  State.  This  year's  re- 
quest for  eight  billets  continues  our  effort  to  increase  Coast  Guard  participation  in 
the  development  stages  of  fishery  management  regulations  by  placing  billets  on 
Area  and  District  staffs. 

MARINE  RESOURCE  ENFORCEMENT  POSITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  current  30  positions  and 
the  requested  additional  64  positions  for  this  activity.  For  each, 
provide  the  geographic  location,  title,  grade  and  salary. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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FISHERIES  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  OPERATING  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  justification  states  that  growth  in  the  patrol 
area  to  be  covered  has  resulted  in  an  increase  in  the  number  of  at- 
sea  ship-days  and  aircraft  surveillance  hours  for  this  mission.  How- 
ever, on  page  243  it  shows  that  your  ship-days  for  this  mission  have 
increased  only  slightly,  and  aircraft  hours  have  gone  down.  Would 
you  explain  this  apparent  inconsistency? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fisheries  ELT  resource  hours  are  updated  for  the  record.  Trends  in  cutter  days 
and  aircraft  hours  for  fisheries  law  enforcement  from  1990  to  1994  are  shown  in  the 
table  below: 

FISHERIES  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  OPERATING  HOURS 


1990  actual 

1991  actual 

1992  actual 

1993  estimate 

1994  planned 

Cutter  hours  

60  845 

70,594 
8,960 

86,011 
12,877 

88,000 
12,800 

90,000 

Aircraft  hours  

6  747 

13,000 

In  1991  and  1992,  cutter  and  aircraft  hours  dedicated  to  fisheries  law  enforcement 
increased  substantially,  reflecting  the  Coast  Guard's  goal  to  achieve  balance  among 
the  Service's  missions.  The  shift  of  cutter  hours  to  fisheries  enforcement  is  being 
continued  in  1993  and  1994  at  a  rate  of  approximately  two  percent.  This  leveling  off 
indicates  achievement  of  balance  of  resource  time  dedicated  to  the  various  Coast 
Guard  missions. 

Flight  hours  for  1994  are  also  planned  to  increase  by  approximately  two  percent. 
While  a  small  increase,  it  provides  an  appropriate  level  of  aircraft  support  to  the 
fisheries  law  enforcement  mission  while  balancing  the  needs  of  other  Coast  Guard 
missions.  The  addition  of  improved  sensors,  such  as  the  AN/APS-137  radar  on  our 
HC-130  aircraft,  allow  us  to  effectively  surveil  a  greater  area  in  less  time  and  thus 
make  better  use  of  existing  resources.  Aircraft  hours  decreased  by  less  than  1  per- 
cent between  the  1992  actuals  and  the  1993  estimate.  This  should  be  attributed  to 
the  difference  between  hours  planned  and  hours  flown.  It  is  not  reflective  of  a 
planned  decrease  in  aircraft  support  to  the  fisheries  mission. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  presently  conducting  an  analysis  of  its  resource  requirements 
for  the  fisheries  law  enforcement  mission.  Resource  projections  for  1994  and  beyond 
may  be  revised  based  upon  the  results  of  this  analysis. 

OFFSETTING  COLLECTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  source  breakdown  for  your  estimated 
offsetting  collections  for  fiscal  year  1994,  similar  in  format  to  the 
table  shown  on  page  753  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 


1000 


FY  1994  SOURCES 


88.00.01   FEDERAL  FUNDS: 


($000) 
FY  1994 
ESTIMATE 


DoD  (primarily  Navy):   includes  personnel 
costs,  medical/dental  services,  parts, 
and  maintenance  on  aircraft  radar, 
sonar,  and  weapons 

DOT:   includes  cost  for  CG  TSC  Telenet 
Costs,  National  Response  Center,  DAFIS, 
NASSIF/TRANS  Medical  unit.  Security 
Policy  &  Planning,  OST  Mess,  MID- 
CONUS  LORAN-C,  FAA  laison,  etc 

EPA:   includes  personnel  costs,  CERCLA, 
evironmental  mgmt,  pollution  mitigation, 
etc 

Organized  Crime  Drug 

Enforcement  Task  Force  (OCDETF) 

OTHER  miscellaneous  agencies:   includes 
NSF,  NOAA,  DOS,  OSIA,  Customs,  Interior, 
Panama  Canal  Commission,  etc.; 
includes  icebreaker  fuel /maintenance, 
security  assistance.  Customs  Forfeiture 
Fund,  migrant  interdiction  etc 


$34,960 


3,349 


5,036 


906 


SUBTOTAL  OC  88.00. 


43.348 

$87,599 


88.30.00   TRUST  FUNDS: 


o.Ol  Boat  Safety  (includes  2%  Administrative 

costs  per  P.L.  99-197) 

O.02  Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust  Fund... 


32,895 
25,000 


88.40.00   NON-FEDERAL  OFFSETTING  COLLECTIONS: 


o  Exxon  VALDEZ  collections 

o  Travel  Overseas  vessel 

inspections 

o  Traveling  Exam  teams .( CONUS ) 

o  Recreational  Vessel  Documentation. 

o  Ocean  Ban  Dumping  Act 

o  RVF  Collection  Fees 

o  MSP  Collection  Fees 

o  Motion  Picture  Industry 

SUBTOTAL  OC  88 . 40 . 00 

TOTAL  OC  88.90 


0 

1,443 

69 

2,385 

0 

1,322 

465 

8 

5,692 

151,186 


1993  estimate 

1994  estimate 

$67,157 

$69,303 

48,882 

51,326 

137,005 

141,382 

12,556 

12,957 

1,885 

1,945 

12,842 

13,252 

313 

323 

29,901 

30,857 

73,816 

74,904 

46,726 

48,608 

1001 

OTHER  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  fiscal  year  1993 
and  1994  estimated  obligations  for  "other  services,"  similar  in 
format  to  the  table  shown  on  page  756  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  OTHER  SERVICES 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year 


Other  services: 

Overtiaul  of  vessels 

Overhaul  of  aircraft 

Repairs/maintenance: 

Shore  facilities 

Electronic  equipment 

Aids  to  navigation 

Training  aids 

Routine  recreation  services 

Automated  data  processing  services 

Medical  services 

Other  services 

Total $444,083  $444,857 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  table  comparing  your  initial  fiscal 
year  1993  estimated  "other  services"  obligations,  as  shown  on  page 
756  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  to  your  current  estimate,  and  pro- 
vide a  narrative  explanation  of  any  line  item  change  of  greater 
than  10  percent. 

[The  information  follows:] 

ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  OTHER  SERVICES 

[Dollars  in  thousands] 

Fiscal  year  1993 


Other  services: 

Overhaul  of  vessels 

Overhaul  of  aircraft 

Repairs/maintenance: 

Shore  facilities 

Electronic  equipment 

Aids  to  navigation 

Training  aids 

Routine  recreation  services 

Automated  data  processing  services 

Medical  services 

Other  services 

Total $460,989  $431,083 

The  initial  estimates  assumed  that  the  FY93  Budget  would  be  enacted  as  request- 
ed. The  initial  estimates  were  based  on  FY90  actual  expenditure  data,  which  were 
the  most  current  data  available  at  that  time.  Due  to  new  data  base  capabilities  and 
methodologies,  the  current  FY93  estimates  are  based  on  FY92  actual  obligation 


Initial  estimate 

Current  estimate 

$96,213 

$67,157 

76,158 

48,882 

142,808 

137,005 

10,152 

12,556 

1,799 

1,885 

13,932 

12,842 

581 

313 

17,245 

29,901 

68,945 

73,816 

20,117 

46,726 
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data.  The  differences  in  requested-vs.-enacted  funding  and  in  type  of  source  data  ac- 
counts, to  some  degree,  for  changes  in  all  of  the  estimates.  Also  $29. 9M  reduction  in 
the  current  estimated  total  obligations,  accounts  for  changes  in  all  of  the  estimates. 
Additional  reasons  exist,  as  explained  below: 

Electronic  equipment  services  show  an  estimated  increase  due  to  changes  in  Coast 
Guard's  accounting  system  which  result  in  better  cost  collection  data  for  this  catego- 
ry than  existed  in  the  past  and  for  services  required  after  Hurricanes  Andrew  & 
Iniki  in  order  to  maintain  normal  operations. 

Automated  data  processing  services  reflect  an  estimated  increase  due  to  a  rise  in 
the  number  of  ADP  services  being  performed  for  Coast  Guard  by  other  government 
agencies.  Also,  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  has  changed  the  methodology  it 
uses  for  calculating  the  overhead  cost  associated  with  the  Departmental  Accounting 
and  Financial  Information  System  used  by  all  Department  of  Transportation  agen- 
cies. A  cost  increase  was  passed  on  to  users  as  a  result  of  this  change  in  methodolo- 

Other  services  show  an  estimated  increase  due  to  changes  in  Coast  Guard  s  ac- 
counting system  which  result  in  better  cost  collection  data  for  this  category  than 
existed  in  the  past,  and  for  services  associated  with  Haitian  Migrant  interdiction 
and  Hurricanes  Andrew  &  Iniki  in  order  to  maintain  normal  operations. 

SUPPLIES  AND  MATERIALS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  fiscal  year  1993 
and  1994  estimated  obligations  for  supplies  and  materials,  similar 
in  format  to  the  table  shown  on  page  757  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  SUPPLIES  AND  MATERIALS 

[Dollars  in  thousands] 

Fiscal  year 
Detail 


Aircraft  supplies 

Boat  supplies 

Electronic  engineering  supplies 

Fuel  supplies 

Health  supplies 

Other  energy  supplies 

Miscellaneous  supplies 

Ship  supplies 

Shore  supplies 

Training  supplies 

Total $363,172  $367,406 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  table  comparing  your  initial  fiscal 
year  1993  estimated  supplies  and  materials  obligations,  as  shown 
on  page  757  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  to  your  current  estimate, 
and  provide  a  narrative  explanation  of  any  line  item  change  of 
greater  than  10  percent. 

[The  information  follows:] 


1993  estimate 

1994  estimate 

$33,385 

$33,774 

9,881 

9,996 

21,424 

21,674 

117,719 

119,091 

558 

565 

11,765 

11,902 

61,910 

62,632 

50,502 

51,091 

50,277 

50,863 

5,751 

5,818 
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ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  SUPPLIES  AND  MATERIALS 

[Dollars  In  thousands] 


Fiscal  year  1993 
Detail 


Initial  estimate 

Current  estimate 

$33,177 

$33,385 

8,777 

9,881 

21,571 

21,424 

123,580 

117,719 

428 

558 

15,209 

11,765 

62,069 

61,910 

47,396 

50,502 

42,984 

50,277 

6,584 

5,751 

Aircraft  supplies , 

Boat  supplies 

Electronic  engineering  supplies 

Fuel  supplies 

Health  supplies 

Other  energy  supplies 

Miscellaneous  supplies 

Ship  supplies 

Shore  supplies 

Training  supplies 

Total $361,715  $363,172 

The  initial  FY93  estimates  were  based  on  FY90  actual  expenditure  data,  which 
were  the  most  current  data  available  at  that  time.  The  current  FY93  estimates  are 
based  on  FY92  actual  obligation  data.  The  difference  in  source  data  used  accounts, 
to  some  degree,  for  changes  in  all  of  the  estimates.  Additional  reasons  exist,  as  ex- 
plained below: 

Boat  supplies  show  an  estimated  increase  due  to  Haitian  Migrant  interdiction  op- 
erations. 

Medical  supplies  show  an  estimated  increase  due  to  changes  in  Coast  Guard's  ac- 
counting system  which  result  in  better  cost  collection  data  for  this  category  than 
existed  in  the  past  and  to  a  general  increase  in  the  cost  of  medical  supplies. 

Other  energy  shows  a  substantial  estimated  decrease  due  to  changes  in  Coast 
Guard's  accounting  system  which  result  in  better  cost  collection  data  for  this  catego- 
ry than  existed  in  the  past. 

Shore  supplies  show  a  marked  increase  due  to  damage  sustained  during  Hurri- 
canes Andrew  &  Iniki. 

Training  supplies  show  an  estimated  decrease  due  to  changes  in  Coast  Guard's  ac- 
counting system  which  result  in  better  cost  collection  data  for  this  category  than 
existed  in  the  past. 

GENERAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  workload  category  "general  law  enforce- 
ment" and  why  are  cutter  operating  hours  dedicated  to  it  estimat- 
ed to  drop  from  34,000  in  fiscal  year  1993  to  only  16,000  in  fiscal 
year  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  General  Law  Enforcement  workload  category  is  comprised  of  several  mission 
areas,  including  Alien  Migration  Interdiction  Operations  (AMIO),  Boating  While  In- 
toxicated (BWI)  enforcement,  assistance  to  other  law  enforcement  agencies  and 
piracy  enforcement. 

Resource  hours  devoted  to  General  law  enforcement  in  FY-92  increased  by  187%, 
largely  due  to  the  dramatic  increase  in  AMIO  operations  following  the  September 
1991  coup  d'etat  in  Haiti.  This  increase  is  expected  to  be  maintained  at  a  similarly 
elevated  level  for  FY-93  due  to  Operation  Able  Manner.  Following  the  anticipated 
drawdown  of  Operation  Able  Manner,  resource  levels  are  expected  to  return  to  a 
level  representative  of  the  pre-coup  operations.  This  projection  is  based  on  a  project- 
ed reduction  in  Haitian  migration  operations,  and  some  increase  in  AMIO  in  gener- 
al, but  no  reduction  in  level  of  effort  on  BWI  or  other  general  law  enforcement  pro- 
grams. 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT  CUTTER  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  advised  the  Committee  that  you  had 
been  overestimating  the  number  of  cutter  hours  attributed  to  law 
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enforcement  missions  (p.  758).  Please  explain  why  this  overestima- 
tion  occurred,  and  describe  changes  made  to  your  estimating  meth- 
odology to  correct  the  problem. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Prior  to  the  fiscal  year  1993  Budget  Projection,  future  resource  hour  projections 
were  largely  based  on  a  trend  analysis  of  mission  demand  and  resource  hours.  We 
have  since  modified  the  methodology  to  project  resource  demand  based  on  an  analy- 
sis of  future  mission  requirements  to  include  input  from  the  operational  command- 
ers regarding  anticipated  operational  conditions  in  each  District.  The  result  has 
been  a  lowering  of  projections  more  in  line  with  current  »ealities  than  those  based 
solely  on  trend  analysis.  The  fiscal  year  1993  Budget  estimate  of  fiscal  year  1992 
cutter  hours  was  within  5  percent  of  the  fiscal  year  1992  actual  resource  hours. 

ENFORCEMENT  OF  SANCTIONS  AGAINST  FORMER  YUGOSLAVIA 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  responsibilities  of  the  19  Coast  Guard 
personnel  currently  enforcing  the  U.N.  Sanctions  against  the 
former  nation  of  Yugoslavia,  as  described  on  page  245? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  now  15  Coast  Guard  personnel  participating  in  the  Multinational  Mari- 
time Interception  Operations  (MMIO)  to  enforce  the  U.N.  Sanctions  against  the  re- 
publics of  Serbia  and  Montenegro  of  the  former  Yugoslavia.  The  original  number  of 
19  personnel  provided  in  November  1992  at  DOD  request  was  reduced  to  7  after  ini- 
tial training  was  conducted  and  it  was  determined  that  Coast  Guard  Law  Enforce- 
ment Detachments  (LEDET's)  would  only  be  allowed  to  board  from  the  one  U.S. 
Navy  ship  on  scene.  These  seven  consisted  of  one  5  person  LEDET  to  board  and 
search  merchant  vessels,  a  liaison  officer  deployed  on  the  Mediterranean  naval 
forces  flagship  as  the  Coast  Guard  MMIO  adviser  to  the  NATO  naval  commander, 
and  a  liaison  officer  who  oversees  MMIO  on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Naval  Component 
Commander  in  Naples,  Italy.  When  two  more  U.S.  Navy  ships  were  recently  added 
to  the  MMIO,  two  Coast  Guard  LEDET's  of  four  people  each  were  also  deployed 
bringing  the  total  number  of  Coast  Guard  personnel  to  15. 

PERSIAN  GULF  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  Coast  Guard  personnel  are  still  in  the  Per- 
sian Gulf,  and  what  are  their  responsibilities? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  of  17  May  1993,  there  were  22  Coast  Guard  personnel  on  duty  in  the  Persian 
Gulf  Four  Law  Enforcement  Detachments  (LEDET's)  of  4  people  each  (total  16)  are 
deployed  in  theater  to  support  Maritime  Interception  Operations  (MIO).  Three  of 
the  LEDET's  are  deployed  on  U.S.  Navy  ships  in  the  North  Red  Sea.  The  fourth 
LEDET  is  located  in  Bahrain,  on  call  for  surge  operations,  and  to  conduct  training 
for  boarding  parties  of  U.S.  and  foreign  naval  vessels.  The  LEDET's  board  and 
search  merchant  vessels  to  enforce  United  Nations  Security  Council  sanctions 
against  Iraq.  A  six  person  Coast  Guard  staff  is  located  in  Bahrain  to  oversee  MIO  on 
behalf  of  Commander,  U.S.  Naval  Component  Commander,  Central  Command. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  cutter  availability  shown  on 
page  759  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data  for  fiscal 
years  1992-1994. 

CUHER  AVAILABILITY 

(In  percent] 

Fiscal  year 


1992  1993 

1994 


(Actual)  (Projected) 

Cutters; 

WHEC378 51  50      50 

WHEC270 52  50      50 
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CUnER  AVAILABILITY— Continued 

[In  percent] 


Fiscal  year 


1992 

1993 

1994 

(Actual) 

(Projected) 

51 

50 

50 

47 

50 

50 

46 

55 

55 

54 

55 

55 

60 

60 

60 

WHEC210 

WHEC230,  213,  205,  180. 

WSESllO 

WPB  110 

WPB82 


1.  The  FY92  information  is  based  on  FY92  Abstract  of  Operations  data. 

2.  Cutter  availability  is  the  percentage  of  the  year  a  cutter  is  not  in  a  maintenance  status.  It  includes  underway,  inport  operations,  high 


readiness,  and  standby  days. 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT — FISHERIES 


Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  your  workload  data  presented  to  justify 
fisheries  law  enforcement  resources  was  largely  narrative,  and  not 
quantitative  (P.  778).  Please  provide  similar  updated  information 
for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994,  with  as  much  quantifiable  data  as  is 
available. 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  has  been  continued  growth  in  the  number  and  complexity  of  laws,  regula- 
tions, and  international  agreements  which  manage  our  living  marine  resources. 

The  Magnuson  Fishery  Conservation  and  Management  Act  (MFCMA)  (16  U.S.C. 
1801  et  seq.)  specifically  charges  the  Coast  Guard  with  enforcing  its  provisions. 
Since  its  enactment  in  1976,  the  regional  fishery  management  councils  have  created 
33  management  plans  and  implemented  over  165  amendments  to  those  plans.  Cur- 
rently, there  are  six  preliminary  plans  and  approximately  twenty  rules  and  amend- 
ments under  development.  In  addition,  as  a  result  the  last  reauthorization  of 
MFCMA,  the  U.S.  has  asserted  the  right  to  manage  highly  migrating  species  (tuna 
and  bluefish)  within  the  U.S.  exclusive  economic  zone. 

Besides  the  MFCMA,  the  Coast  Guard  enforces  provisions  of  the  Marine  Mammal 
Protection  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1361  et  seq.).  Amendments  to  both  of  these  laws  have  in- 
creased enforcement  requirements.  For  example,  the  December  1992  regulation 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  expands  the  requirement  to  use  turtle  excluder 
devices  (TED's)  to  protect  endangered  sea  turtles  to  virtually  all  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexi- 
co's and  southeast  Atlantic's  25,000  shrimp  trawl  vessels.  In  addition,  the  Marine 
Mammal  Protection  Act  established  40  marine  mammal  rookeries  in  Alaska  since 
1989,  covering  over  3,000  miles  of  coastline. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  also  affected  by  four  principal  international  agreements. 
These  are  the  United  Nations  moratorium  on  high  seas  driftnet  fishing,  and  multi- 
lateral agreements  on  fishing  in  the  Central  Bering  Sea  "Donut  Hole,"  the  U.S./ 
Canada  Enforcement  Agreement,  and  the  U.S./Russia  Boundary  Agreement.  Imple- 
menting legislation  for  three  of  these  agreements  (High  Seas  Driftnet  Fisheries  En- 
forcement Act  and  the  Central  Bering  Sea  Fisheries  Enforcement  Act  of  1992,  P.L. 
102-582;  and  MFCMA  for  the  U.S./Canada  Enforcement  Agreement)  mandates 
Coast  Guard  enforcement. 

Six  new  National  Marine  Sanctuaries — covering  over  8,500  square  nautical 
miles — have  been  designated  since  1989.  These  new  additions  bring  the  total 
number  of  designated  sanctuaries  to  13,  protecting  11,000  square  nautical  miles  of 
critical  marine  habitat.  Three  of  these  six  were  designated  in  1992  and  cover  over 
5,400  square  nautical  miles.  Four  more  sites  are  under  active  consideration  for  des- 
ignation. 

The  most  fundamental  change  of  all  is  the  shift  from  foreign  fishing  to  exclusive 
use  of  U.S.  fishery  resources  by  a  $24  billion  domestic  fishing  industry  with  two  to 
three  times  the  capacity  needed  to  harvest  stocks  at  the  optimum  level.  Due  to  the 
increased  harvesting  capacity  of  the  domestic  fishing  fleet,  no  foreign  harvesting 
has  been  authorized  in  the  U.S.  exclusive  economic  zone  since  1991.  "Therefore,  the 
majority  of  Coast  Guard  fisheries  enforcement  activity  now  involves  the  enforce- 
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ment  of  complex  domestic  regulations  whose  goal  is  to  restore  depleted  stocks, 
manage  healthy  stocks,  and  protect  critical  marine  habitat. 

For  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Coast  Guard  is  requesting  $2,374,000  to  establish  four  re- 
gional fisheries  law  enforcement  training  teams  and  to  provide  additional  billets  to 
district  and  area  law  enforcement  staffs.  These  additional  resources  will  improve 
the  Coast  Guard's  performance  in  conducting  boardings  of  fishing  vessels  and  im- 
prove participation  in  the  development  of  enforceable  fisheries  management  plans 
by  the  eight  regional  Fisheries  Management  Councils.  Further  justification  for  these 
resources  is  provided  in  our  response  to  a  previous  question. 

AIRCRAFT  AVAILABILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  aircraft  availability  shown 
on  page  759  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data  for 
fiscal  years  1992-1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

AIRCRAFT  AVAILABILITY 

[Percent] 

Fiscal  vear  '^^^  '393  1994 

^'^'^'>'*^'  (act.)         (est.)         (est.) 

Aircraft: 

HH-65A 75 

HH-3F 72 

HH-60J 70 

HU-25 65 

HC-130H 76 

EC-130V 74 

'  EC-130V  removed  from  operations  31  Mar  93. 

DRUG  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  page  759  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  showing  contraband  seizures  and  drug  enforcement 
cutter  operating  hours  and  aircraft  flight  hours. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  data  reflects  Coast  Guard  cutter  and  aircraft  drug  law  enforcement 
operating  hours  and  drug  seizures  for  fiscal  year  1991  and  1992: 

Fiscal  year 


1991  1992 


Seizures: 

Cases 61  67 

Vessels 46  43 

Tons  of  Marijuana 15  25 

Pounds  of  Cocaine 32,658  16,702 

Arrests 106  131 

Drug  Enforcement  Operating  Hours: 

Cutter 116,937  81,468 

Aircraft 23,701  15,302 


HEALTH  CARE  COSTS 


Mr.  Carr.  Does  your  requested  non-pay  cost  of  living  adjustment 
include  funding  for  health  care  costs,  and  if  so,  why  didn't  you  re- 
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quest  those  funds  under  the  increase  for  "extraordinary  health 
care  cost  increases"? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  non-pay  COLA  line  item  does  include  $3,16M  in  funding  for  health  care  cost 
increases  based  on  the  fiscal  year  1994  projected  non-pay  inflation  rate  of  2.7%.  The 
calculation  for  the  extraordinary  health  care  cost  increase  line  item  is  as  follows: 

(Dollars  in  thousands! 

Fiscal  year  1994  projected  health  care  requirements 127,150 

Fiscal  year  1993  base  brought  forward —117,048 

Fiscal  year  1994  non  pay  COLA  (2.7%) -3,160 

Fiscal  year  1994  extraordinary  cost  increase 6,942 

The  convention  has  been  to  keep  the  entire  amount  for  all  standard  non-pay 
COLA  in  its  own  line  item  and  only  request  the  health-related  shortfall  above  that 
amount  in  the  "extraordinary  health  care  cost  increase"  line  item. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  total  amount  of  funding  requested  in 
fiscal  year  1994  for  health  care,  how  does  that  compare  to  fiscal 
year  1993,  and  what  rate  of  increase  does  that  represent? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1993  health  care  budget  is  $117.048M.  The  total  amount  of  health 
care  funding  requested  in  fiscal  year  1994  is  $127.150M.  This  represents  an  8.6% 
overall  increase  in  fiscal  year  1994  over  fiscal  year  1993.  These  figures  do  not  in- 
clude retired  pay  health  care  costs.  Nationally,  health  care  costs  have  increased  an 
average  of  10%-15%  annually. 

SHORE  FACILITY  OPERATIONAL  DATES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  current  estimate  of  the  operational 
dates  for  each  of  the  shore  facilities  listed  on  page  761  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  and  compare  that  with  the  estimate  made  last  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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FACILITIES 

Major  AC&I  Projects: 

Sta  Cape  Cod  Canal  Renovation 

Establish  Airfac  Charleston 

Sta  Ponce  DeLeon  Rehab 

Sta  Cortez  New  Station 

Group  Eastern  Shore  Renovation 

Elizabeth  City  Fuel  Farm  Replacement 

MSO/Reserve  Houston  Const  New  Bldg 

Airsta  Detroit  Foam  Deluge  System 

Rebuild  Sta  East  Tawas,  Ph  II 

Sta  Cape  Disappointment  Renovation 

Airsta  Barbers  Pt  Ramp  &  Taxiways 

Base  Ketchikan  Storage  Facility 

Upgrade  NORPAC  LORAN  Ph  I 

Upgrade  NORPAC  LORAN  Ph  II 

Airsta  Kodiak  Ramp  Paving 

Support  Center  San  Pedro  Waterfront 

Support  Center  Kodiak  Fuel  Farm 

Containment  Sys 
Support  Center  Kodiak  Training/ 

Recreation  Pool 
Cape  May  New  Barracks 
Upgrade  Yard  Mechanical  Shops 

NOTE: 


OPERATIONAL  DATES 
LAST  YEAR    THIS  YEAR 


Jul 

1993 

Oct 

1993 

Jun 

1993 

Jul 

1993 

May 

1993 

May 

1993 

Sep 

1992 

Aug 

1992 

Nov 

1993 

Mar 

1994 

Nov 

1991 

Nov 

1991 

Jul 

1993 

NOTE  1 

Mar 

1993 

May 

1993 

Oct 

1992 

NOTE  2 

Jun 

1993 

Jun 

1993 

Jun 

1993 

May 

1993 

Mar 

1993 

Apr 

1993 

Sep 

1993 

Oct 

1993 

Sep 

1993 

Mar 

1994 

Apr 

1992 

Jan 

1993 

Nov 

1988 

Nov 

1988 

Nov 

1990 

Nov 

1990 

Jul 

1993 

Jun 

1994 

Dec 

1992 

May 

1993 

Jul 

1993 

Feb 

1994 

1.  Scope  of  project  under  review. 

2.  Only  shoreside  portion  completed  in  June  1992.   Construction 
of  Station  Tawas  Waterfront  improvements  pends  resolution  of 
property  issues. 
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facilities/equipment  completion  dates 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  update  the  completion  dates  of  the  facili- 
ties and  equipment  listed  on  pages  770-771  of  last  year's  hearing 
record,  indicating  the  date  shown  last  year,  as  well  as  the  most 
recent  estimate. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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FACILITIES 
Major  AC&I  Projects: 

Marine  Safety  Detachment  Greenville 

MSD  Moorings 
Group  Key  West  Tenant  Vessel  Bldg 
Station  Tawas  Replace  Station,  Ph  I 
Vessel  Traffic  System  (VTS)  Tacoma 
Station  Lake  Worth  Inlet  Relocation 
Base  Ketchikan,  Ph  II 
Air  Station  Kodiak  Ramp  Paving 
Support  Center  Elizabeth  Dispensary 

Replacement 
Support  Center  Kodiak  Fire  Station 
Support  Center  Kodiak  Nemetz  Pk  Roads 
Aviation  Training  Center  Mobile  HH-60J 

Flight  Simulator  Facility 
Aviation  Technical  Training  Center 

Elizabeth  City  Maintenance  Training 

Facility 
Reserve  Training  Center  Yorktown 

Administration  Bldg 
Base  South  Portland  Waterfront 

Rehabilitation 
Communications  Station  Kodiak 

Restoration 


OPERATIONAL  DATES 
LAST  YEAR    THIS  YEAR 


May 

1992 

Apr 

1992 

NOTE  1 

Apr 

1994 

Nov 

1991 

Nov 

1991 

May 

1992 

Mar 

1992 

NOTE  1 

Aug 

1994 

May 

1992 

Jul 

1992 

Apr 

1992 

Jan 

1993 

Mar 

1992 

Jul 

1992 

Oct 

1992 

Aug 

1993 

Apr 

1992 

Nov 

1992 

Apr 

1992 

Apr 

1992 

Aug 

1992 

Sep 

1992 

Mar 

1991 

Aug 

1991 

Jun 

1992 

Jul 

1992 

Jul 

1991 

Jun 

1991 

NOTE: 


1.   Funds  withdrawn  by  Congress  in  FY92. 
FY93  major  projects. 


Projects  funded  as 
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FACILITIES 


OPERATIONAL  DATES 
LAST  YEAR    THIS  YEAR 


Minor  AC&I  Projects: 


Station  Portsmouth  Harbor  Floating  Dock 

Base  Charleston  Conunand  Center 

Base  Mayport  Command  Center 

Base  Mobile  Command  Center 

Station  Mare  Island  Rebuild  Moorings 

Group  Portland  Secure  Communications 

Station  Quillayute  Recreation  Building 

Base  Ketchikan  Improve  Buoy  Shop 

Base  Ketchikan  Marine  Railway  Enclosure 

Support  Center  New  York  High  Voltage 

Distribution  System  Upgrade 
Support  Center  New  York  Material  Staging 

Warehouse 
Support  Center  New  York  Motorpool  Storage 

Bldg 
Support  Center  New  York  Solid  Waste 

Transfer  Fac 
Support  Center  Portsmouth  Ships ' 

Storage  Bldg 
Group  Long  Island  Boat  Maintenance  Fac 
Station  New  Haven  Support  Bldg 
Station  Depoe  Bay  Facility  Upgrade 
CG  Yard  Flammable  Storage  Building 
Support  Center  Alameda  Child  Development 

Center 
CG  Information  Systems  Ctr  Barracks 

Addit.  Ph  II 
CG  Electronics  Engineering  Ctr  Electron. 

Repair  Bldg 
CG  Yard  Clinic  Addition 
Air  Station  Chicago  Expansion 
CG  Information  Systems  Ctr  Systems 

Management  Building 


Oct 

1992 

Jun 

1993 

Oct 

1993 

NOTE  1 

Oct 

1993 

NOTE  2 

Oct 

1993 

Aug 

1994 

Jul 

1993 

Apr 

1993 

May 

1993 

Oct 

1992 

Nov 

1992 

Nov 

1992 

Feb 

1991 

Feb 

1991 

Mar 

1992 

Mar 

1992 

Jan 

1992 

Jan 

1992 

Jul 

1992 

Jun 

1992 

Jul 

1992 

Jun 

1992 

May 

1993 

Jan 

1994 

Nov 

1991 

Nov 

1991 

Sep 

1992 

Sep 

1992 

Sep 

1992 

Sep 

1992 

Jun 

1991 

Jun 

1991 

NOTE  3 

Jun 

1994 

NOTE  3 

Sep 

1994 

Jun 

1992 

Apr 

1992 

Jul 

1992 

Jul 

1992 

Jul 

1993 

Jul 

1993 

Jan 

1991 

Jan 

1991 

Oct 

1991 

Oct 

1991 

NOTE: 


1.  Project  revalidation  underway. 

2.  Project  cancelled. 

3.  Project  cost  exceeded  Minor  AC&I  limit. 
FY93  major  projects. 


Projects  funded  as 
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MAINTENANCE  COSTS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  maintenance  costs  shown 
on  page  780  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data  for 
fiscal  years  1991-1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  prior  years  the  Coast  Guard  provided  maintenance  cost  information  based  on 
expenditure  data.  An  improvement  in  the  Coast  Guard's  ability  to  retrieve  data 
from  the  accounting  system  now  makes  it  possible  to  provide  maintenance  costs 
based  on  obligation  data,  which  are  the  true  costs  incurred  for  a  fiscal  year.  There- 
fore, the  Coast  Guard  will  provide  maintenance  costs  based  on  obligation  data  vice 
expenditure  data  in  the  future.  To  provide  a  basis  of  comparison  to  last  year's  re- 
sponse, and  to  facilitate  the  transition  to  obligation  data  reporting  for  next  year, 
both  expenditure  and  obligation  information  are  provided  in  the  following  tables: 

MAINTENANCE  COSTS-BASED  ON  EXPENDITURE  DATA 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Actual 


1991 


1992 


Estimated 


1993 


1994 


Selected  major  programs: 

Shore  unit  program 171.6 

Aircraft  program 145.1 

Electronics  program 65.5 

Vessel  program 120.1 

Totals 502.3 


185.7 

136.7 

64.9 

131.6 


189.4 

154.7 

63.8 

135.8 


188.4 

165.2 

65.4 

139.3 


518.9      543.7      558.3 


MAINTENANCE  COSTS    BASED  ON  OBLIGATION  DATA 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 

Actual 

Estimated 

1991         1992 

1993         1994 

Selected  major  programs: 

Stiore  unit  program 176.5  181.8  183.9  182.6 

Aircraft  program 143.0  131.0  152.6  163.0 

Electronics  program 69.3  64.8  69.9  71.7 

Vessel  program 118.1  130.0  135.1  138.6 

Totals 506.9  507.6  541.5  555.9 


AIRCRAFT  MAINTENANCE  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  why  aircraft  maintenance  costs  were 
estimated  to  rise  about  18  percent  between  1992  and  1993  (from 
$134.3  million  to  $158.1  million),  and  state  whether  such  inflation- 
ary trends  have  continued  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1992  aircraft  maintenance  costs  in  the  table  on  page  780  of  last 
year's  hearing  record  are  artificially  low.  They  reflect  a  one-time  deferral  of  some 
spare  parts  and  repairs,  and  a  non-recurring  expense  offset  frorti  cash  credits  on  the 
HH-65  engine  maintenance  contract.  The  fiscal  year  1993  aircraft  maintenance  cost 
includes  full  funding  for  spare  parts  repairs.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  re- 
flects the  reinstatement  of  base  funding  for  HH-65  engine  maintenance  because  all 
credits  will  be  expended  in  fiscal  year  1993.  We  do  not  anticipate  any  extraordinary 
increase  in  aircraft  maintenance  costs  for  fiscal  year  1994  above  the  normal  rate  of 
inflation. 
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AIRCRAFT  AVAILABILITY 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  information  on  aircraft  availability 
shown  on  page  782  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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AIRCRAFT  AVAILABILITY  (PERCENT) 

Fiscal  year         1988     1989     1990     1991    1992  1993^ 

AIRCRAFT: 

HH-3F   62.0     64.0     69.0     70.1     71.8  70.1 

HH-60J  80.6     70.0  76.9 

HC-130  69.0     73.0     72.0     78.9     76.4  71.9 

HU-25   51.5     56.0     64.7     67.5     64.9  63.7 

EC-130V 74.0  88.9 

HH-65A 55.4     56.0     59.8     70.6     75.0  77.1 

^One  quarter  data 

The  table  below  sununarizes  the  Coast  Guard's  experience  with 
regard  to  HU-25  availability: 


HU-25  AVAILABILITY  (PERCENT) 

NMCM  NMCS  NMCB  NMC  AVAIL 

Fiscal  year: 

1984  26.8  ,  28.3   55.1  44.9 

1985  18.3  19.0  13.7  51.0  49.0 

1986  16.6  18.3  11.2  46.1  53.9 

1987  15.8  21.6  10.1  47.5  52.5 

1988  15.7  23.8  9.0  48.5  51.5 

1989  17.0  15.0  12.0  44.0  56.0 

1990  15.7  13.1  6.5  35.3  64.7 

1991  18.0  7.5  7.0  32.5  67.5 

1992  18.3  9.8  7.1  35.1  64.9 

1993^ 17.5  8.4  10.3  36.3  63.7 

'one  quarter  data 
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ine  taDle  below  summarizes  the  Coast  Guard's  experience  with 
regard  to  HH-65A  availability: 

HH-65A  AVAILABILITY  (PERCENT) 

NMCM  NMCS  NMCB  NMC  AVAIL 

Fiscal  year: 

1986 26.6  15.7  8.8  51.1  48.9 

1987  23.1  16.3  11.3  50.7  49.3 

1988  18.7  16.6  9.3  44.6  55.4 

1989  17.0  17.0  10.0  44.0  56.0 

1990  13.7  19.1  7.4  40.2  59.8 

1991  14.6  10.5  4.3  29.4  70.6 

1992  13.7  7.5  3.8  25.0  75.0 

1993^ 13.8  5.0  4.1  22.9  77.1 

One  quarter  data 


KEY:   NMC   -  Not  Mission  Capable 

NMCM  -  Not  Mission  Capable  due  Maintenance 

NMCS  -  Not  Mission  Capable  due  Supply 

NMCB  -  Not  Mission  Capable  due  Both  (Maintenance  &  Supply) 

Availability  (AVAIL)  =  1  -  NMC 
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CUTTER  AVAILABILITY 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  information  on  cutter  availability 
shown  on  page  783  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 


CUHER  AVAILABILITY 

[In  percent] 


Fiscal  year 


1992 

1993 

1994 

(Actual) 

(Projected) 

51 

50 

50 

52 

50 

50 

51 

50 

50 

47 

50 

50 

46 

55 

55 

54 

55 

55 

60 

60 

60 

Cutters: 

WHEC378 

WMEC270 

WMEC210 

WMEC  230,  213,  205,  180. 

WSESllO 

WPB  110 

WPB82 


1.  The  FY92  information  is  based  on  FY92  Abstract  of  Operations  data. 

2.  Cutter  availability  is  tlie  percentage  of  the  year  a  cutter  Is  not  in  a  maintenance  status.  It  includes  underway,  inport  operations,  high 
readiness,  and  standby  days 


CUTTER  LISTING 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  cutters  included  on  pages 
784-785  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  but  add  the  homeport  for 
each  vessel. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Years  in 
service 


Replacement 
Year 


Homeport 


378'  WHEC 

715  HAMILTON  26 

716  DALLAS  26 

717  MELLON   •  26 

718  CHASE  25 

719  BOUTWELL  25 

720  SHERMAN  25 

721  GALLATIN  25 

722  MORGENTHAU  24 

723  RUSH  24 

724  MUNRO  22 

725  JARVIS  22 

726  MIDGETT  21 

270'  WMEC 

901  BEAR  10 

902  TAMPA  9 

903  HARRIET  LANE     9 

904  NORTHLAND  9 

905  SPENCER  7 

906  SENECA  6 

907  ESCANABA  6 

908  TAHOMA  5 

909  CAMPBELL  5 

910  THETIS  4 

911  FORWARD  3 

912  LEGARE  3 

913  MOHAWK  3 

210'  WMEC 

615  RELIANCE  29 

616  DILIGENCE  29 

617  VIGILANT  29 

618  ACTIVE  27 

619  CONFIDENCE  27 

620  RESOLUTE  27 


NYD 

SAN  PEDRO,  CA 

NYD 

NEW  YORK,  NY 

NYD 

SEATTLE,  WA 

NYD 

SAN  PEDRO,  CA 

NYD 

ALAMEDA,  CA 

NYD 

ALAMEDA,  CA 

NYD 

NEW  YORK,  NY 

NYD 

ALAMEDA,  CA 

NYD 

HONOLULU,  HI 

NYD 

ALAMEDA,  CA 

NYD 

HONOLULU,  HI 

NYD 

SEATTLE,  WA 

NYD 

PORTSMOUTH,  VA 

NYD 

PORTSMOUTH,  VA 

NYD 

PORTSMOUTH,  VA 

NYD 

PORTSMOUTH,  VA 

NYD 

BOSTON,  MA 

NYD 

BOSTON,  MA 

NYD 

BOSTON,  MA 

NYD 

NEW  BEDFORD, MA 

NYD 

NEW  BEDFORD, MA 

NYD 

KEY  WEST,  FL 

NYD 

PORTSMOUTH,  VA 

NYD 

PORTSMOUTH,  VA 

NYD 

KEY  WEST,  FL 

NYD 

NEW  CASTLE,  NH 

NYD 

WILMINGTON,  NC 

NYD 

CAPE  CANAVERAL, FL 

NYD 

PORT  ANGELES,  WA 

NYD 

CAPE  CANAVERAL, FL 

NYD 

ASTORIA,  OR 
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621 

VALIANT 

26 

622 

COURAGEOUS 

25 

623 

STEADFAST 

25 

624 

DAUNTLESS 

25 

625 

VENTUROUS 

25 

626 

DEPENDABLE 

25 

627 

VIGOROUS 

24 

628 

DURABLE 

25 

629 

DECISIVE 

25 

630 

ALERT 

24 

213'  WMEC 

6 

ESCAPE 

50 

167 

ACUSHNET 

50 

168 

YOCONA 

49 

205'  WMEC 

166 

TAMAROA 

50 

230'  WMEC 

38 

STORIS 

51 

ISO'  WMEC 

300 

CITRUS 

50 

NYD 

MMA 

NYD 

PANAMA  CITY,  FL 

NYD 

MMA 

MIAMI,  FL 

SAN  PEDRO,  CA"^ 

NYD 

NYD 

NYD 

GALVESTON,  TX 

NYD 

CAPE  MAY,  NJ 

NYD 

ST  PETERSBURG, FL 

NYD 

ST  PETERSBURG, FL 

NYD 

MMA 

NYD 

CHARLESTON,  SC 

NYD 

EUREKA,  CA 

NYD 

KODIAK,  AK 

NYD 


NYD 


FY95" 


NEW  CASTLE,  NH 
KODIAK,  AK 
COOS  BAY,  OR 


NOTES : 

1  Completes  MMA  June  93.   Homeport  becomes  Miami,  FL. 

2  Commences  MMA  in  June  93. 

3  Completes  homeport  change  to  Astoria,  OR  in  August  93. 
Allows  decommissioning  of  CITRUS  in  FY95. 

NYD  =  Not  Yet  Determined 

MMA  =  Major  Maintenance  Availability 
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CUTTER  OPERATING  DAYS  /  COSTS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  cutter  operational  days 
shown  on  pages  787-788  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing 
data  for  fiscal  years  1990-1992. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  information  is  provided  below.   The  cutter 
employment  standards  for  these  ships  provide  an  annual  total 
"days  away  from  homeport"  target  of  185  days.   As  a  result, 
previous  submissions  for  FY90  included  both  operational  and 
maintenance  days  away  from  homeport.   Beginning  in  1991,  we 
provided  data  showing  only  operational  days  away  from  homeport. 
For  comparison,  1991  days  are  listed  in  two  columns:  (1)  total 
days  away  from  homeport  as  previously  reported,  and  (2)  only 
operational  days  away  from  homeport.   FY92  information  is 
provided  as  operational  days  away  from  homeport. 

( Operational  days 
only) 
Cutter  Class 1990 1991 1991 1992 

WHEC:  (HIGH  ENDURANCE  CUTTER) 

715  HAMILTON  232  E  153  H  146  H  167  S 

716  DALLAS  144  159  U  149  U  154  S 

717  MELLON  149  216  204  163 

718  CHASE  OF  73  F  14  F  150  U 

719  BOUTWELL  19  F  180  158  192  S 

720  SHERMAN  169  235  194  166  S 

721  GALLATIN  22  F       OF  OF  55  F 

722  MORGENTHAU  OF  53  F  53  F  173 

723  RUSH  0  F  147  F  39  F  191 

724  MUNRO  182  187  187  142  S 

725  JARVIS  69  F       OF  OF  61  F 

726  MIDGETT  176         OF  OF  81  F 

WAGE :  ( ICEBREAKER ) 

83  MACKINAW  224  E     134  107  92 

10  POLAR  STAR  163  159  159  81  P 

11  POLAR  SEA  130  250  158  268 

WMEC  (MEDIUM  ENDURANCE  CUTTER) 

901  BEAR  163  171  169  152  S 

902  TAMPA  185  158  158  171  S 

903  HARRIET  LANE  171  170  170  158  S 

904  NORTHLAND  185  159  159  159  S 

905  SPENCER  182  216  154  187 

906  SENECA  189  172  172  156  S 

907  ESCANABA  235  E  171  170  168 

908  TAHOMA  184  167  167  155  S 

909  CAMPBELL  192  179  179  176  S 
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910  THETIS 

911  FORWARD 

912  LEGARE 

913  MOHAWK 

615  RELIANCE 

616  DILIGENCE 

617  VIGILANT 

618  ACTIVE 

619  CONFIDENCE 

620  RESOLUTE 

621  VALIANT 

622  COURAGEOUS 

623  STEADFAST 

624  DAUNTLESS 

625  VENTUROUS 

626  DEPENDABLE 

627  VIGOROUS 

628  DURABLE 

629  DECISIVE 

630  ALERT 
6  ESCAPE 

167  ACUSHNET 

168  YOCONA 
153  CHILULA 

165  CHEROKEE 

166  TAMAROA 
38  STORIS 

292  CLOVER 
295  EVERGREEN 
300  CITRUS 

Key; 

M  Ship  in  Major  Maintenance  Availability  (MMA) 

N  New  vessel;  not  fully  operational 

F  Ship  in  Fleet  Renovation  and  Modernization  (FRAM) 

E  Extended  maintenance  or  overhaul 

D  Decommissioned 

S  Scheduled  maintenance 

U  Unscheduled  maintenance 

H  Homeport  change 

P  Polar  Science  Upgrades 


196 

148 

144 

187 

197 

N 

162 

162 

183 

219 

NE 

164 

161 

172  S 

48 

N 

221 

N 

92 

N 

174  S 

152 

178 

178 

147  S 

167 

M 

0 

M 

0 

M 

46  M 

17 

M 

144 

M 

139 

M 

177  S 

186 

218 

S 

142 

S 

161 

191 

E 

191 

152 

181  S 

200 

E 

195 

162 

161  U 

166 

122 

U 

122 

u 

43  M 

177 

ME 

222 

E 

94 

E 

166  S 

179 

167 

167 

115  M 

190 

183 

U 

134 

U 

189 

185 

171 

171 

175  S 

218 

E 

171 

171 

154  S 

213 

E 

94 

M 

94 

M 

0  M 

109 

M 

200 

152 

173 

123 

E 

164 

164 

176  S 

178 

209 

U 

145 

U 

154  U 

190 

214 

S 

142 

S 

158  U 

172 

214 

126 

113  S 

204 

E 

186 

186 

161  S 

170 

108 

D 

108 

D 

0  D 

156 

36 

D 

33 

D 

0  D 

156 

147 

147 

155  S 

159 

215 

162 

151  S 

129 

D 

0 

D 

0 

D 

0  D 

122 

D 

0 

D 

0 

D 

0  D 

159 

150 

150 

148  S 
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CUTTER  FLEET  OPERATING  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  fleet  operating  costs  shown 
on  page  789  of  last  year's  hearing  record  and  add  data  for  fiscal 
year  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Pages  255  and  256  of  the  justifications  give  detailed  programmed  fleet  operating 
cost  breakdowns  for  fiscal  years  1992  (actual)  and  1993  (estimated). 

The  following  table  shows,  by  cutter  class,  the  average  annual  operating  cost  per 
major  cutter.  These  figures  include;  pay  and  allowances  for  the  crew,  fuel,  mainte- 
nance, electronics  support,  and  other  miscellaneous  operating  costs. 

FLEET  OPERATING  COSTS-ANNUAL  AVERAGE  PER  CUTTER 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


WHEC378.. 
WMEC  270.. 
WMEC  210.. 
WAGB  399.. 


1992 

1993 

1994 

(actual) 

(est.) 

(est.) 

8.83 

9.05 

9.09 

5.45 

5.57 

5.61 

3.87 

3.97 

3.99 

10.82 

11.69 

11.85 

CHIEF  FINANCIAL  OFFICERS  ACT 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  any  funds  included  in  either  your  fiscal  year  1993 
or  1994  budgets  for  implementation  of  the  Chief  Financial  Officers 
Act?  If  so,  please  state  the  amount  and  briefly  describe  how  the 
funds  would  be  used  and  how  many  FTP  positions  would  be  fi- 
nanced. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  President's  budget  for  fiscal  year  1993  requested  27  military  and  10  civilian 
FTP($2000K)  to  implement  portions  of  the  CFO  Act;  Congress  provided  the  Coast 
Guard  $500K.  Funds  are  being  used  to  establish  10  full  time  positions  (FTP).  Three 
of  the  FTP  will  be  used  to  increase  oversight  of  small  purchase  and  property  man- 
agement functions  in  the  field.  The  remaining  seven  FTP  will  be  used  to  improve 
financial  systems  in  response  to  the  CFO  Act  requirements. 

The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  does  not  contain  a  request  for  additional  re- 
sources to  implement  the  CFO  Act. 

FISHING  VESSEL  INSPECTION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  statistics  on  the  number  of  vessels 
which  would  be  covered  by  the  Coast  Guard's  proposed  commercial 
fishing  industry  vessel  inspection  program,  broken  down  by  the  fol- 
lowing vessel  length  categories:  Less  than  50  feet,  50-78  feet,  and 
79  feet  or  greater. 

What  is  the  estimated  recurring  cost  to  industry  of  this  regula- 
tion and  the  cost  to  the  Coast  Guard? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Data  combined  from  a  number  of  sources  indicates  that  there  are  31,000  federally 
documented  fishing  industry  vessels  and  approximately  80,000  smaller  fishing  indus- 
try vessels  bearing  state  numbers.  These  vessels  break  down  by  length  as  follows: 


Length  (L) 


Documented 
vessels 


State  No 
vessels 


Total 


Less  than  50  ft.. 
50  to  78  ft 


23,400 
6,800 


80,000 
0 


103,400 
6,800 
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Length  (L) 


Documented 
vessels 


State  No. 
vessels 


Total 


79  feet  and  greater . 
Totals 


800 


31,000 


80,000 


111,000 


The  estimated  monetary  cost  of  the  proposed  inspection  plan  for  the  commercial 
fishing  industry  is  eight  million  dollars  annually.  This  cost  breaks  down  by  vessel 
category  as  follows: 

Vessels  less  than  50  ft.  (self-inspection)  =$4.1M. 

Vessels  equal  to  or  greater  than  50  ft.  but  less  than  79  ft.  (third  party  examina- 
tion) =  $3.2M. 

Vessels  equal  to  or  greater  than  79  ft.  (CG  inspection)  =$.7M. 

The  estimated  recurring  cost  to  the  Coast  Guard  to  implement  the  inspection  plan 
for  commercial  fishing  industry  vessels  would  be  approximately  $1,377,000;  the  cost 
of  27  additional  inspection  billets  or  positions. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  deaths  a  year  do  you  estimate  will  be 
avoided  through  this  activity?  Please  provide  relevant  statistics  on 
the  accident  and  fatality  rates  and  casualty  losses  in  the  U.S.  Com- 
mercial fishing  industry  for  the  last  three  years. 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  is  difficult  to  precisely  quantify  the  impact  of  the  inspection  plan,  however, 
even  a  10  percent  reduction  will  result  in  the  saving  of  7  lives  annually.  This  is 
based  on  the  National  Academy  of  Engineering  study  that  showed  that  there  were 
approximately  438  vessel  related  fatalities  during  the  period  of  1982-1987  (73  per 
year).  These  vessel  related  fatalities  do  not  include  deaths  which  are  not  vessel  re- 
lated, such  as  falls  overboard.  Vessel  related  fatalities  should  be  positively  influ- 
enced by  inspection. 

Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel  related  casualties  can  be  further  broken 
down  into  two  general  categories;  "Vessel  Total  Losses"  and  "Vessel  Non  Total 
Losses".  Under  these  headings  causes  are  categorized  as  one  of  the  following:  floun- 
dering, fire/explosion,  collision,  grounding,  hull/machinery  damage,  missing,  and 
other.  Casualty  data  for  vessel  losses  is  stored  in  the  Coast  Guard  main  casualty 
database  (CASMAIN). 

As  a  result  of  a  new  computer  configuration  and  a  change  to  a  new  data  base, 
data  for  the  years  1990  through  1992  is  incomplete.  The  National  Research  Council's 
study  entitled  "Fishing  Vessel  Safety"  provides  casualty  data  from  CASMAIN  for 
the  period  1982  to  1987.  This  study  reflects  an  average  casualty  rate  of  108  fatalities, 
from  all  causes  (both  vessel  and  not  vessel  related),  and  in  excess  of  200  total  vessels 
lost  annually.  A  summary  of  injuries  and  fatalities  found  in  the  CASMAIN  data 
base  for  vessel  related  commercial  fishing  vessel  losses  follows  for  the  years  1988 
and  1989. 

FISHING  VESSEL  CASUALTY  DATA  1988-1989 


Total  losses 


Non  total  losses 


Total 


1988: 

Deaths .. 
Injuries., 

1989: 

Deaths.. 
Injuries. 


52 

20 

72 

19 

50 

69 

43 

14 

57 

20 

24 

44 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  this  regulation  appears  to  benefit  fishing  vessel 
operators  and  crew  performing  work-related  duties,  why  isn't  it  the 
province  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
(OSHA)  rather  than  the  Coast  Guard? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Commercial  Fishing  Vessel  Safety  Act  (CFIVSA)  of  1988  requires  the  Coast 
Guard  to  prescribe  regulations  to  promote  safety  aboard  uninspected  commercial 
fishing  industry  vessels.  It  provides  the  authority  for  the  Coast  Guard  to  publish 
and  enforce  safety  rules  for  these  types  of  vessels.  However  the  CFIVSA  does  not 
preclude  OSHA  from  exercising  its  jurisdiction  aboard  these  vessels. 

OSHA's  maritime  jurisdiction  is  limited  to  three  miles  offshore.  This  was  deter- 
mined by  OSHA's  own  interpretation  of  29  U.S.C.  §  653.  OSHA  does  have  an  unin- 
spected vessel  safety  program  for  fish  processing  vessels  that  carry  11  or  more  indi- 
viduals. This  program  focuses  on  the  safety  of  the  factory  working  environment. 
Specific  employee  safety  rules  for  vessels  are  similar  to  those  for  shoreside  fish  proc- 
essing facilities. 

An  existing  Coast  Guard/OSHA  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  clearly 
states  that  the  Coast  Guard  is  the  responsible  agency  to  prescribe  and  enforce  the 
occupational  safety  and  health  standards  and  regulations  aboard  inspected  vessels. 
This  agreement  was  based  on  the  fact  that  comprehensive  Coast  Guard  standards 
and  regulations  were  promulgated  and  are  being  enforced  for  such  vessels.  These 
standards  and  rules  include  regulations  that  pertain  to  the  working  conditions  of 
seamen. 

The  Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel  Regulations,  46  CFR  Part  28,  do  not  ad- 
dress all  aspects  of  working  conditions  aboard  uninspected  commercial  fishing  ves- 
sels (especially  with  respect  to  the  fish  processing  working  conditions).  Accordingly, 
OSHA's  jurisdiction  would  extend  in  such  instances. 

The  Coast  Guard  and  OSHA  have  begun  a  process  to  draft  a  MOU  clearly  delin- 
eating jurisdictional  responsibilities  for  uninspected  commercial  fishing  industry 
vessels.  The  MOU  would  recognize  each  agencies  area  of  expertise,  spell  out  respon- 
sibilities, and  eliminate  the  possibility  of  confusion  among  agencies  and  the  public. 

NTSB  REPORT  ON  FISHING  VESSEL  SEA  KING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  the  recommendations  made  to  the 
Coast  Guard  by  the  NTSB  in  its  report  on  the  sinking  of  the  com- 
mercial fishing  vessel  Sea  King,  as  well  as  the  Coast  Guard's  re- 
sponse and  any  implementing  changes  made  to  date. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  (NTSB) 
marine  accident  report  concerning  the  capsizing  and  sinking  of 
the  fishing  vessel  SEA  KING  recommended  the  following: 

M-92-054:   Incorporate  into  the  training  of  search  and  rescue 
(SAR)  personnel  procedures  to  ensure  the  gathering  and 
disseminating  of  pertinent  information  by  all  appropriate  SAR 
personnel  to  facilitate  a  thorough  assessment  of  the  potential 
risks  to  persons  involved  in  a  SAR  mission. 

Status:   The  Coast  Guard  concurs  with  the  intent  of  this 
recommendation.   Many  of  the  critical  safety  issues  that  were 
apparent  during  this  incident,  such  as  towing  and  stability,  were 
focal  points  of  the  On-Scene  Commander's  course,  which  was 
discontinued  in  1988.   Although  search  and  rescue  (SAR)  mission 
coordinators  currently  have  extensive  written  checklists  and 
procedures  for  gathering  information  needed  to  make  informed  SAR 
decisions,  the  Coast  Guard  has  recently  reevaluated  the  need  for 
the  On-Scene  Commander's  course  and  is  considering  reviving  this 
course. 

M-92-055:   Review  and  revise  policies  relating  to  Coast  Guard 
air  and  surface  units  rendering  assistance  to  vessels  to  ensure 
that  all  people  remaining  on  board  the  vessels  are  situated  so  as 
to  ensure  their  safe  exit  in  the  event  of  an  emergency. 

Status:   The  Coast  Guard  concurs  with  the  intent  of  this 
recommendation.   Crossing  a  breaking  bar  will  always  contain  some 
element  of  danger.   That  danger  comes  from  two  sources:   (1)  seas 
that  break  across  the  decks  of  the  vessel;  and,  (2)  the 
possibility  that  the  vessel  will  broach  and  capsize.   If 
capsizing  is  considered  likely,  then  having  people  situated  so  as 
to  ensure  their  safe  exit  is  certainly  prudent.   However,  it  is 
even  more  prudent  not  to  attempt  the  bar  crossing  at  all  until 
conditions  moderate  or  other  adverse  factors  (e.g.,  poor 
stability)  have  been  corrected.   If  capsizing  is  not  considered 
likely,  then  the  safest  place  for  all  personnel  is  inside  the 
superstructure  of  the  vessel  where  they  are  protected  from 
breaking  seas  sweeping  the  decks. 
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While  the  risk  of  capsizing  can  never  be  eliminated, 
minimizing  the  number  of  personnel  exposed  to  that  risk  can  often 
be  done.   I  agree  with  the  Board's  assessment  that  contributing 
to  the  loss  of  life  In  this  case  was  the  failure  of  the  On-Scene 
Commander  to  remove  all  unnecessary  people  from  the  SEA  KING 
before  the  second  attempt  to  tow  it  across  the  bar.   In  the 
effort  to  further  emphasize  proper  rescue  procedures,  an  in-depth 
overview  of  lessons  learned  will  be  published  in  an  upcoming 
edition  of  ON  SCENE,  the  Coast  Guard's  internal  SAR  program 
newsletter.   I  anticipate  that  this  article  will  be  published  by 
the  summer  of  1993. 

M-92-056:   Inform  your  rescue  coordination  centers,  group 
offices,  air  stations,  and  cutters  of  the  circumstances  of  the 
SEA  KING  accident. 

Status:   The  Coast  Guard  concurs  with  this  recommendation.   An 
in-depth  overview  of  lessons  learned  will  be  published  in  an 
upcoming  edition  of  ON  SCENE  and  will  be  disseminated  to  all 
rescue  coordination  centers,  group  offices,  air  stations  and 
cutters.   I  anticipate  that  this  article  will  be  published  by  the 
summer  of  1993. 

In  addition,  the  Coast  Guard  updated  its  responses  to  the 
following  recommendations  which  were  reiterated  by  the  NTSB  as  a 
result  of  this  investigation: 

M-87-051:   Establish  minimum  safety  training  standards  for  all 
commercial  fishermen,  commensurate  with  their  responsibilities, 
for  all  types  of  uninspected  fishing  Industry  vessels. 

Status:   The  recommended  safety  standards  were  incorporated 
into  revisions  to  46  CFR  Part  28,  Issued  on  August  14,  1991. 
Currently,  46  CFR  28.270  requires  the  master  or  individual  in 
charge  of  a  documented  commercial  fishing  vessel  operating  beyond 
the  boundary  line  or  with  more  than  16  individuals  on  board  to 
ensure  that  drills  are  conducted  and  instruction  is  given  to  each 
individual  on  board  at  least  once  each  month.  The  instruction  and 
drills  must  ensure  that  individuals  are  familiar  with  their 
duties  under  emergency  conditions.   Participation  in  drills  is 
mandatory  for  all  individuals  on  board.   After  September  1,  1994, 
the  person  conducting  the  drills  and  instruction  must  have  been 
trained  in  the  proper  procedures  for  conducting  the  activity. 
The  emergency  instructions  noted  in  46  CFR  28.265  are  required  to 
be  posted  or  readily  available  and  each  individual  that  has  not 
received  Instruction  or  participated  in  drills  must  be  given  a 
safety  orientation  before  the  vessel  is  operated.   The  Coast 
Guard  believes  that  these  regulatory  amendments  have  satisfied 
the  intent  of  recommendation  M-87-051. 
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M-87-064:   Seek  legislative  authority  to  require  that  all 
uninspected  commercial  fishing  vessels  be  certified  and 
periodically  inspected  by  the  Coast  Guard  or  its  recognized 
representative  to  ensure  that  the  vessels  meet  all  applicable 
Federal  safety  standards. 

Status:   The  Department  of  Transportation  submitted  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard's  REPORT  TO  CONGRESS  FOR  THE  INSPECTION  OF  COMMERCIAL 
FISHING  INDUSTRY  VESSELS  on  November  12,  1992.   The  report 
outlines  the  legislative  actions  necessary  to  enable  the  Coast 
Guard  to  implement  the  proposed  plan.   Recommendations  include  a 
three  tiered  inspection  program  based  on  vessel  length.   The 
recommended  program  goes  beyond  equipment  requirements  by 
providing  verification  that  vessels  are  in  compliance  with  the 
regulations.   The  proposed  inspection  program  includes  self 
examination  for  all  commercial  fishing  industry  vessels,  new  and 
existing,  less  than  50  feet  in  length;  third  party  examination 
for  all  commercial  fishing  industry  vessels,  new  and  existing,  of 
length  greater  than  or  equal  to  50  feet  but  less  than  79  feet; 
and  Coast  Guard  inspection  for  all  commercial  fishing  industry 
vessels,  new  and  existing,  greater  than  or  equal  to  79  feet  in 
length.   Additional  standards  for  all  vessels  79  feet  or  greater 
in  length  are  proposed,  and  would  have  the  additional  advantage 
of  alleviating  the  existing  difficulties  regarding  the  three 
fishing  industry  vessel  definitions  contained  in  46  U.S.C.  §2101. 
Safety  requirements  for  all  vessels  would  be  based  on  length,  not 
whether  the  vessel  is  defined  as  a  "fishing  vessel",  "fish  tender 
vessel",  or  "fish  processing  vessel."   The  Coast  Guardbelieves 
that  implementation  of  this  legislative  proposal  will  enhance 
marine  safety  by  improving  the  standards  for  the  design, 
construction,  and  operation  of  commercial  fishing  industry 
vessels  and  by  ensuring  that  these  minimum  standards  are  met  and 
maintained. 
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VTS  TO  PREVENT  MARINE  DISASTERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  examples  where  the  Coast  Guard's 
operational  VTS  stations  have  prevented  significant  marine  acci- 
dents over  the  past  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  examples  of  actions  taken  by  Coast  Guard  VTSs  to  prevent  marine 
disasters  are  taken  from  Quarterly  Activities  Reports  submitted  by  our  field  units. 
They  are  a  representative  sample  of  some  of  the  instances  where  VTS  intervention 
may  have  prevented  an  accident  from  occurring.  However.they  do  not  reflect  the  far 
greater  number  of  accidents  or  near  accidents  that  never  occurred  because  the  VTS 
took  early  action  to  influence  the  movement  of  traffic  and  avoid  close  quarters  or 
other  potentially  dangerous  situations. 

In  December  of  1992  in  Puget  Sound,  a  submarine  altered  course  directly  into  the 
path  of  a  freighter  while  in  one-half  mile  visibility  due  to  fog.  The  VTS  immediately 
alerted  the  submarine  and  directed  it  to  alter  course  to  avoid  collision.  The  freight- 
er, also  alerted  by  the  VTS,  independently  took  evasive  action.  In  the  same  month, 
the  VTS  detected  a  freighter  and  a  tanker  on  collision  course,  VTS  personnel  ad- 
vised both  vessels  to  take  evasive  action  which  resulted  in  each  making  severe 
course  alterations  to  avoid  collision.  Prior  to  this  notification,  neither  vessel  had 
taken  action  to  avoid  collision. 

In  December  of  1992  in  New  York,  a  tug  with  a  loaded  oil  barge  alongside  lost 
steerage  in  Newark  Bay.  The  VTS  promptly  notified  a  large  ship  and  another  tug 
and  tow  in  the  immediate  vicinity  in  time  to  enable  both  vessels  to  take  evasive 
action  and  safely  pass  the  disabled  tug.  VTS  continued  to  monitor  the  situation 
until  another  tug  arrived  to  assist  the  disabled  vessel  to  port.  Also  in  New  York 
Harbor,  a  Staten  Island  ferry  was  approaching  the  ferry  docks  at  night  at  a  high 
rate  of  speed  when  the  VTS  advised  it  of  a  large  deep  draft  ship  and  a  coastal 
tanker  approaching  from  around  a  blind  turn.  The  ferry  immediately  stopped  to 
allow  the  two  larger  vessels  to  safely  pass. 

In  May  of  1992  at  Galveston  Bay,  the  VTS  observed  on  radar  a  tank  vessel  steer- 
ing toward  shoal  water.  The  VTS  notified  the  vessel  of  its  position  and  recommend- 
ed that  it  alter  course  to  return  to  the  channel.  This  quick  action  prevented  a  poten- 
tial collision  with  a  passenger  ferry. 

USER  FEES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  began  collecting  fees  this  week  for 
the  issuance  of  merchant  marine  licenses,  certificates  of  registry 
and  merchant  mariner's  documents.  Estimated  collections,  accord- 
ing to  the  final  rule,  are  $5.2  million  annually.  Is  this  collection  as- 
sumed in  either  the  fiscal  year  1993  or  1994  budgets?  If  so,  please 
indicate  in  the  justification  material  where  it  is  so  discussed. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  collection  of  these  fees  is  assumed  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  President's 
Budget  Request.  Although  these  fees  are  deposited  in  the  general  fund  of  The  Treas- 
ury, they  are  included  in  the  request  as  offsets  to  the  DOT  Appropriations  bottom 
line.  Discussion  of  these  fees  are  included  on  page  17  of  the  President's  request 
under  the  heading  "User  Fees  and  other  Collections."  In  Fiscal  Year  1993  we  expect 
to  collect  $2.6M.  In  Fiscal  Year  1994,  we  expect  to  collect  the  full  annual  estimate  of 
$5.2M. 

OIL  SPILL  LIABILITY  TRUST  FUND  STATUS  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  most  recent  quarterly 
status  report  of  the  oil  spill  liability  trust  fund. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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OIL  SPILL  LIABILITY  TRUST  FUND 

FY93  QUARTERLY  STATUS  REPORT 

FOR  PERIOD  ENDING  MARCH  31,  1993 


SOURCES  OF  FUND 

( Internal  Revenue  Code 

of  1986  Sec  9509) : 

Cost  Recovery 
Fines  and  Penalties 
Miscellaneous 

Total 


SECOND  QUARTER 
NO.  OF 
AMOUNT   OCCURRENCES 


$  2 


,435,007 

868,141 

-0- 


$  3.303.148 


127 
911 
0 


CUMULATIVE  TO  DATE 
NO.  OF 
AMOUNT   OCCURRENCES 


$  3,285,057 

1,520,258 

-0- 


1038    $  4.805.315 


2057 


USES  OF  FUND 
(OPA-90  Sec  1012) : 

Removal  Costs: 

Federal  $ 

State 
Initiation  of  Natural 
Resource  Damage 
Assessments: 

Federal 

State 

Indian  Tribes 
Claims  Paid: 

Federal 

State 

Indian  Tribes 

Corp.  &  Private  (U.S.) 

Foreign 
Miscellaneous 


,980,064 

141 

S  6 

578,190 

200,000 

1 

200,000 

82,610 

2 

82,610 

-0- 

0 

-0- 

-0- 

0 

-0- 

-0- 

0 

5 

301,435 

21,150 

3 

35,904 

-0- 

0 

-0- 

33,476 

11 

147,321 

-0- 

0 

-0- 

-0- 

0 

-0- 

Total 


S  2.317.300 


158    S12.345.460 


268 

1 


2 

0 
0 

2 
9 
0 
21 
0 
0 

303 


CLAIMS  ACTIVITY  AS  OF  MARCH  31,  1993 


Claims  Pending  as  of  March  31,  1993 
Claims  Amount  Denied  this  Quarter 
Claims  Amount  Withdrawn  this  Quarter 
Claims  Amount  Closed  Administratively 
this  Quarter 


2,993,811 

384,956 

8,217 


S  6,066,510 


433 
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OIL  SPILL  TRUST  FUND  CLAIMS 

.   Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  expected  to  pay  $50  million  in  third 
party  claims  from  the  oil  spill  liability  trust  fund  during  fiscal  year 
1993  (p.  545).  What  is  your  current  estimate  for  fiscal  years  1993 
and  1994? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Current  estimates  of  third  party  claims  payments  from  the  Oil  Spill  Liability 
Trust  Fund  are  $7  million  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  $10  million  in  fiscal  year  1994. 
Prior  estimates  were  as  accurate  as  possible  given  the  historical  data  available. 
These  current  estimates  are  lower  because  we  now  have  better  data  from  which  to 
make  projections. 

EMERGENCY  FUND  OBLIGATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  were  also  projecting  emergency  fund  costs  of  $50 
million  in  fiscal  year  1993.  What  is  your  current  estimate  for  fiscal 
years  1993  and  1994? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Emergency  Fund  costs  for  FY93  are  expected  to  be  $20  million.  The  estimated 
Emergency  Fund  costs  for  1994  are  $30  million.  This  includes  an  expected  increase 
in  state  access  and  assumes  there  are  no  significant  incidents  during  the  fiscal  year. 

EXCLUSIVE  USE  CONTRACTS — GAO 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  GAO's  letter  report  to 
Senator  Brock  Adams  dated  December  28,  1992,  regarding  exclu- 
sive use  contracts  with  oil  spill  cleanup  products  suppliers,  as  well 
as  the  Coast  Guard's  response. 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  copy  of  the  General  Accounting  Office's  (GAO)  letter  is  attached.  The  Coast 
Guard  did  not  prepare  a  response  to  the  GAO's  letter  to  Senator  Adams  as  the  con- 
tents of  the  letter  accurately  reflect  the  policies  and  procedures  being  followed  by 
the  CoEist  Guard. 
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GAO 


United  States 

General  Accounting  OtBce 

Washington,  D.C.  20548 


Resources,  Community,  and 
Economic  Development  Division 


B-251400 
December  28,  1992 


The  Honorable  Brock  Adams 
United  States  Senate 

Dear  Senator  Adams : 

In  October  1992,  we  met  with  your  office  to  discuss  your 
concern  about  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard's  oversight  of  oil  spill 
response  products  used  by  Coast  Guard  contractors  to  fight 
spills.   Numerous  producers  of  oil  spill  clean-up  products 
have  complained  to  your  office  that  they  have  been  unable 
to  supply  Coast  Guard  contractors  with  their  products 
because  certain  Coast  Guard  contractors  have  "exclusive- 
use"  contracts  with  suppliers--contracts  restricting  the 
procurement  of  certain  products  to  one  supplier. 
Consequently,  we  agreed  to  provide  you  with  information  on 

--  the  procedures  that  the  Coast  Guard  uses  to  acquire  oil 
spill  clean-up  services  from  contractors, 

—  the  requirements  contractors  are  to  follow  in  purchasing 
oil  spill  clean-up  supplies  and  materials  and  the  steps 
taken  by  the  Coast  Guard  to  ensure  compliance  with  these 
requirements,  and 

—  the  extent  to  which  contractors  use  exclusive-use 
subcontracts  with  individual  suppliers  of  oil  spill 
clean-up  supplies  and  materials  and  the  length  of  such 
subcontracts . 

In  summary.  Coast  Guard  Acquisition  Procedures  describe  how 
the  Coast  Guard  acquires  oil  spill  cleanup  services.   The 
Coast  Guard  uses  Basic  Ordering  Agreements  (BOAs)to 
expedite  the  contracting  process  for  cleaning  up  oil 
spills.   BOAs  are  written  instruments  of  understanding 
negotiated  between  the  Coast  Guard  and  oil  spill  clean  up 
companies  (contractors).   Federal  Acquisition  Regulations 
allow  these  contractors  to  purchase  oil  spill  clean-up 
materials  through  subcontracts  with  suppliers  without  prior 
government  approval.   The  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations, 
however,  require  that  the  government  review  the 
contractors'  purchasing  system  if  the  total  amount  of 
nonsealed  bid  sales  to  the  government  by  the  given 
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contractor  is  expected  to  exceed  $10  million  during  the 
next  12  months.   Coast  Guard  officials  said  that  no  such 
reviews  are  being  done  because  none  of  its  contractors' 
sales  exceed  $10  million.   Finally,  although  we  were  able 
to  determine  that  exclusive-use  subcontracts  exist,  we 
could  not  determine  their  extent  because  the  Coast  Guard 
does  not  maintain  infojrmation  on  such  subcontracts.   Until 
the  Coast  Guard  does  an  inventory  of  and  monitors  such 
subcontracts,  it  will  not  be  in  a  position  to  determine  the 
degree  of  price  competition  considered  by  its  contractors 
nor  to  assure  that  these  subcontracts  represent  the  most 
cost  effective  application  of  Federal  funds. 

COAST  GUARD  CONTRACTING  PROCEDURES 

The  Coast  Guard  Acquisition  Procedures,  Subpart  1217.92, 
Contracting  for  Containment  and  Clean-Up  of  Oil  and 
Hazardous  Substances  Spills,  describe  the  Coast  Guard's 
procedures  for  contracting  with  oil  spill  clean-up 
contractors.   The  Coast  Guard  must  also  follow 
governmentwide  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations.   In  order 
to  expedite  the  processing  of  contracts  for  containing  and 
cleaning  up  spills,  the  Coast  Guard  uses  BOAs .   Currently, 
according  to  Coast  Guard  Procurement  Management  Division 
officials,  the  Coast  Guard  has  95  BOAs  covering  hundreds  of 
contractors  throughout  the  nation. 

The  BOA  specifies  the  terms  and  conditions  that  will  apply 
to  future  orders  issued  against  it,  including  ordering 
procedures,  pricing  methods,  and  payment  terms.   A  BOA, 
however,  is  not  a  contract.   A  contractual  relationship  is 
established  when  an  authorization  to  proceed  document  or  a 
delivery  order  is  issued  under  the  agreement  and  the 
contractor  either  expressly  accepts  the  order  or  commences 
work.   Under  BOAs,  the  Coast  Guard  is  under  no  obligation 
to  issue  delivery  orders  and  the  contractor  is  under  no 
obligation  to  accept  them. 

No  expiration  date  is  given  in  the  BOAs.   Termination  may 
be  effected  by  either  the  contractor  or  the  Coast  Guard 
with  no  cause  in  a  30-day  written  notice  for  termination. 
The  Coast  Guard  is  to  conduct  market  surveys  at  least 
annually  for  additional  contractors  to  include  in  the  BOAs 
by  using  the  Commerce  Business  Daily  and  other  appropriate 
sources.   According  to  Coast  Guard  officials,  new 
' ontractors  are  to  be  added  to  the  BOAs  if  the  Coast  Guard 
determines  that  the  contractor  is  technically  qualified  to 
clean  up  spills  and  its  prices  are  reasonable.   Updates 

2  GAO/RCED-93-73R,  Oil  Spill  Clean-Up  Contracts 


1033 


B-251400 


also  include  incorporating  revised  wage  and  price  rates  and 
equipment  lists. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  responsible  for  determining  that  the  use 
of  a  particular  contractor  is  most  advantageous  to  the 
government,  price  and  other  factors  having  been  considered. 
When  making  this  determination,  the  Coast  Guard  considers 
the  location,  nature,  and  size  of  the  spill;  the  prevailing 
weather  and  availability  of  personnel;  and  the  material  and 
equipment  capabilities  of  the  contractor.   The  contractor 
is  encouraged  to  draw  upon  its  expertise  to  suggest  to  the 
Coast  Guard  the  use  of  personnel,  material,  equipment,  and 
procedures  that  the  contractor  believes  may  improve  the 
containment,  mitigation,  or  cleanup  operations.   The 
decision  to  use  such  suggestions,  however,  rests  solely 
with  the  Coast  Guard. 

REQUIREMENTS  FOR  CONTRACTORS'  PROCUREMENT  OF  CLEAN-UP 
SUPPLIES 

According  to  Coast  Guard  officials,  many  of  the  Coast 
Guard's  contractors  subcontract  for  various  assistance  or 
materials  to  aid  them  in  their  clean-up  work.   Under 
Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  44.201-3,  the  contractor 
must  obtain  the  Coast  Guard's  written  consent  before 
placing  any  subcontract,  except  for  the  purchase  of  raw 
materials  or  commercially  stocked  items.   The  Coast  Guard 
considers  oil  spill  cleanup  products,  such  as  absorbents, 
to  be  raw  materials  or  commercially  stocked  items. 
Therefore,  the  Coast  Guard  does  not  question  contractors 
about  subcontracts  for  them. 

We  agree  with  the  Coast  Guard  that  commercially  stocked 
materials  such  as  absorbents  are  covered  by  the  Federal 
Acquisition  Regulation  exemption  clause.   However, 
Section  52.244-3  of  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations 
gives  the  government  the  right  to  review  a  contractor's 
purchasing  system  as  set  forth  under  subpart  44.3.   Under 
Subpart  44.3,  the  government  is  required  to  conduct 
contractor's  purchasing  system  reviews  for  those 
contractors  whose  sales  to  the  government,  using  other  than 
sealed  bid  procedures,  are  expected  to  exceed  $10  million 
during  the  next  12  months. 

Subpart  44.3  states  that  the  objective  of  a  contractor 
purchasing  review  is  to  evaluate  the  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  with  which  contractors  spend  government  funds 
and  provides  a  basis  for  granting,  withholding,  or 
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withdrawing  approval  of  the  contractor's  purchasing  system. 
The  regulations  further  state  that  such  reviews  should  give 
consideration  to  the  degree  of  price  competition  and,  in 
general,  the  appropriateness  of  the  contract.   If  major 
weaknesses  are  found  in  the  contractor's  purchasing  system, 
the  government  can  withdraw  approval  of  the  contractor's 
purchasing  system.   We  believe  that  these  Coast  Guard 
reviews  under  subpart  44.3  could  include  evaluating 
subcontracts  for  oil  spill  clean-up  materials. 

Coast  Guard  officials  told  us,  however,  that  none  of  their 
oil  spill  contractors  are  expected  to  meet  the  $10  million 
criteria  set  out  in  subpart  44.3  and  that,  consequently, 
they  have  not  conducted  any  purchasing  system  reviews  of 
their  oil  spill  contractors.   Coast  Guard  officials 
acknowledge,  however,  that  the  Federal  Acquisition 
Regulations  do  not  prevent  them  from  ordering  a  review  of  a 
contractor's  purchasing  system  even  when  the  $10  million 
criteria  is  not  met.   The  officials  added  that  they 
generally  would  not  conduct  such  reviews  because  of  the 
small  dollar  amounts.   Until  the  Coast  Guard  does  an 
inventory  of  and  monitors  such  subcontracts,  it  will  not  be 
in  a  position  to  determine  the  degree  of  price  competition 
considered  by  its  contractors  nor  to  assure  that  these 
subcontracts  represent  the  most  cost  effective  application 
of  Federal  funds. 

EXTENT  OF  EXCLUSIVE -USE  SUBCONTRACTS 

According  to  Coast  Guard  Procurement  Management  Division 
officials,  the  Coast  Guard  does  not  know  how  many  of  its 
BOA  contractors  have  exclusive-use  subcontracts  for 
purchasing  cleanup  supplies  and  materials.   The  officials 
said  that,  since  subcontracts  for  commercial  stock  items 
such  as  absorbents  are  exempted  from  Federal  Acquisition 
Regulations,  the  Coast  Guard  has  not  required  contractors 
to  submit  such  subcontracts  for  its  approval  and, 
therefore,  does  not  know  how  many  exist.   The  officials 
indicated,  however,  that  they  believe  such  subcontracts 
could  exist.   The  officials  further  indicated  that  it  would 
be  logical  for  such  subcontracts  to  be  for  a  year,  since 
BOAS  are  updated  annually.   They  explained,  however,  that 
they  do  not  know  with  certainty  the  length  of  time  of  such 
subcontracts . 

We  could  not  determine  the  overall  number  of  Coast  Guard 
contractors  that  have  exclusive-use  subcontracts  for 
cleanup  materials  because,  as  indicated  above,  the  Coast 

4  GAO/RCED-93-73R,  Oil  Spill  Clean-Up  Contracts 


1035 


B-251400 


Guard  does  not  maintain  any  information  on  these 
subcontracts.   However,  we  did  call  two  major  contractors 
under  Coast  Guard  BOAs .   Both  contractors  said  that  they 
have  exclusive-use  subcontracts  for  supplies  and  materials. 
Both  also  said  that  their  subcontracts  could  be  canceled  by 
either  party  at  any  time. 


The  information  included  in  this  correspondence  was 
obtained  directly  from  either  the  Coast  Guard's 
headquarters  in  Washington,  D.C.,  or  its  Maintenance  and 
Logistics  Commands  in  Alameda,  California,  and  Governors 
Island,  New  York.   In  addition,  we  called  three  suppliers 
of  oil  spill  cleanup  materials  to  obtain  information  on  how 
they  contract  for  materials  used  to  clean  up  spills.   We 
did  not  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  Coast  Guard's  policies 
and  procedures  regarding  contracting  for  oil  spill 
cleanups,  its  oversight  of  such  contracts,  or  the  impact 
that  the  Coast  Guard's  policies  and  procedures  have  had  on 
the  adequacy  of  oil  spill  cleanups. 

We  discussed  the  information  in  this  correspondence  with 
the  Assistant  Chief,  Procurement  Management  Division,  and 
other  Coast  Guard  officials,  who  generally  agreed  with  its 
accuracy.   We  did  not,  however,  obtain  the  Coast  Guard's 
written  comments  on  a  draft  of  this  correspondence.   As 
agreed  with  your  office,  unless  you  publicly  announce  its 
contents  earlier,  we  plan  no  further  distribution  of  this 
letter  until  7  days  after  its  date.   At  that  time,  we  will 
send  copies  to  the  appropriate  congressional  committees; 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation;  the  Conunandant  of  the 
Coast  Guard;  the  Director,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget; 
and  other  interested  parties.   We  will  make  copies 
available  to  others  on  request.   Please  contact  me  at  (202) 
275-1000  if  you  or  your  staff  have  further  questions. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Kenneth  M.  Mead 

Director,  Transportation  Issues 


(344481) 

5  GAO/RCED-93-73R,  Oil  Spill  Clean-Up  Contracts 
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PERSIAN  GULF  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  at  this  time  the  Coast  Guard  had  22  person- 
nel stationed  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  still  have 
personnel  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  and  if  so,  what  are  their  responsibil- 
ities 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  of  17  May  1993,  there  were  22  Coast  Guard  personnel  on  duty  in  the  Persian 
Gulf.  Four  Law  Enforcement  Detachments  (LEDET's)  of  4  people  each  (total  16)  are 
deployed  in  theater  to  support  Maritime  Interception  Operations  (MIO).  Three  of 
the  LEDET's  are  deployed  on  U.S.  Navy  ships  in  the  North  Red  Sea.  The  fourth 
LEDET  is  located  in  Bahrain,  on  call  for  surge  operations,  and  to  conduct  training 
for  boarding  parties  of  U.S.  and  foreign  naval  vessels.  The  LEDET's  board  and 
search  merchant  vessels  to  enforce  United  Nations  Security  Council  sanctions 
against  Iraq.  A  six  person  Coast  Guard  staff  is  located  in  Bahrain  to  oversee  MIO  on 
behalf  of  Commander,  U.S.  Naval  Component  Commander,  Central  Command. 

POLLUTION  REPORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  241,  you  are  estimating  receipt  of  13,760  re- 
ports of  pollution  in  fiscal  year  1994.  This  is  a  28  percent  increase 
over  the  fiscal  year  1992  actual  level.  What  accounts  for  such  a 
large  increase? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  workload  estimate  of  13,760  reports  of  pollution  to  be  received  by  the  Coast 
Guard  in  Fiscal  Year  1994,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  data  on  page  241,  was  a  prelim- 
inary estimate  based  on  partial  "Fiscal  Year  1992"  data.  Revised  estimates  using 
full  Fiscal  Year  1992  data  shows  the  following: 


WORKLOAD  DATA 

1992  actual 

1993  estimate 

1994  estimate 

Reports  of  pollution  received 
Center: 

Total 

Oil 

by 

the 

Coast 

Guard  National 

Response 

26,526 

15,470 

4,332 

6,724 

11,165 

9,741 

8,427 

452 

835 

1,451 

555 

513 

42 

27,427 

15,996 

4,479 

6,952 

10,462 

9,102 

7,896 

424 

782 

1,360 

520 
481 

39 

28,359 
16,450 

Ctiemical 

Garbage  &  other 

4,631 
7,188 

Investigations: 

Total 

Conducted  by  the  Coast  Guard: 

Total 

Oil 

9,803 

8,529 
7,399 

Chemical 

Garbage  &  other 

397 
733 

Conducted  by  other  Agencies: 

Total 

Federally  funded  cleanups  supervised  by  the  Coast  Guard: 

Total 

Oil 

1,274 

487 
450 

Chemical 

37 

Spill  reports  to  the  National  Response  Center  have  been  increasing  over  the  last 
three  years  at  a  rate  of  3.4%  per  year.  If  this  trend  continues,  the  figures  shown 
above  for  1993  and  1994  will  result. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  number  of  pollution  reports  received  thus 
far  in  fiscal  year  1993? 
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It  is  difficult  to  gauge  the  importance  of  these  spills.  What  is  the 
average  amount  of  oil  spilled,  as  measured  by  these  pollution  re- 
ports? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  information  on  hand  at  Coast  Guard  Headquarters  regarding  verified  oil 
spills  (not  reports  of  spills)  is  limited  to  the  first  quarter  of  FY93.  During  this  time 
period,  there  were  2,090  oil  spills,  with  a  total  volume  of  419,000  gallons,  This  yields 
an  average  of  200  gallons  per  spill. 

Although  FY93  data  broken  down  by  spill  size  is  not  available,  historical  data  has 
shown  that  approximately  60%  of  measurable  spills  are  less  than  10  gallons,  and 
98.5%  of  measurable  spills  are  less  than  2,500  gallons. 

POLLUTION  RESPONSE 

Mr.  Carr.  Federally-funded  cleanups  supervised  by  the  Coast 
Guard  are  expected  to  rise  from  555  in  fiscal  year  1992  to  1,080  in 
fiscal  year  1994.  How  many  have  you  responded  to  thus  far  in 
fiscal  j^ear  1993,  and  why  are  these  workload  indicators  rising  so 
rapidly? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  have  been  307  federally  funded  cleanups  to  date  in  fiscal  year  (FY)  1993. 
This  compares  with  285  during  the  same  period  in  FY92.  We  project  that  the  total 
of  federally  funded  cleanups  for  FY93  will  number  approximately  520. 

Based  upon  the  most  recent  data,  we  expect  the  total  of  federally  funded  cleanups 
in  FY94  to  be  between  450  and  500  vice  the  originally  projected  1,080.  This  assumes 
only  a  moderate  amount  of  direct  state  access  activity  and  does  not  include  state 
removal  activity  submitted  and  reimbursed  as  claims.  The  original  projection  as- 
sumed a  higher  level  of  state  activity  in  directly  accessing  the  pollution  fund  for 
spills  where  the  Coast  Guard  was  the  designated  Federal  On  Scene  Coordinator 
(OSC)  and  the  state  was  the  primary  responder. 

Section  1012  of  OPA  90  greatly  expanded,  in  relation  with  the  Clean  Water  Act 
(311K)  fund,  the  availability  of  federal  funds  through  the  Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust 
Fund  (OSLTF).  In  addition  to  the  removal  activities  by  an  OSC,  the  OSLTF  can  be 
used  to  pay  third  party  claims.  Natural  Resources  damage  initial  assessments,  and 
Natural  Resource  damages.  It  can  also  be  directly  accessed  by  states  for  immediate 
removal  activities. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  242,  you  are  showing  no  increases  in  work- 
load indicators  for  your  port  safety  activities.  Is  this  because  an  in- 
creasing percentage  of  your  marine  environmental  protection  fund- 
ing is  being  allocated  to  oil  spill  response? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No.  The  workload  indicator  projections  for  Coast  Guard  port  safety  activities  were 
based  upon  trend  analysis;  that  is,  the  projections  were  extrapolated  from  known 
historical  port  safety  activities  data.  Our  projection,  based  upon  program  trends,  is 
that  there  will  be  no  net  growth  between  fiscal  year  1993  and  fiscal  year  1994  in  the 
port  safety  activities  listed.  The  port  safety  workload  indicators  are  not  related  or 
dependent  upon  resources  and  funding  allocated  to  oil  spill  response. 

HAITIAN  INTERDICTION  AT  SEA  GRAPH 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  bar  chart  showing  the  number  of 
Haitians  interdicted  at  sea  by  the  Coast  Guard,  for  each  month 
since  the  coup  which  ousted  Haitian  President  Jean-Bertrand  Aris- 
tide  in  September  1992. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  bar  chart  or  line  graph  depicting  the 
annual  number  of  Haitians  interdicted  for  each  year  between  1981 
and  1992. 

[The  information  follows:] 


1040 


< 


=fe 


o 

O 

O 

o 

O 

O 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

O 

O 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

O 

O 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CM 

O 

00 

ID 

(N 

CN 

O 
CN 

00 

(O 

'^f 

(N 

o 

00 

UD 

^ 

CN 

o 


1041 


USCG  AUXILIARY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  statistics  on  activities  of  the  Coast 
Guard  Auxiliary  as  shown  on  pages  550-551  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  (CG)  Auxiliary  continues  to  be  an  important  component  of  our 
search  and  rescue  (SAR)  effort.  They  provide  valuable  service  on  SAR  cases  with 
very  low  threat  to  life  or  property.  The  total  number  of  SAR  responses  reported  to 
the  Coast  Guard  during  the  past  four  years,  and  the  number  of  cases  involving  the 
Auxiliary,  commercial,  and  other  public  providers  is: 


Fiscal  year  Total  Auxiliary  Commercial 


Public 
providers 


1989 64,030  7,419  4,363  2,810 

1990 64,972  6,928  4,650  2,960 

1991  1 67,816  6,697  4,397  3,186 

1992 69,856  6,498  4,254  2,771 

•  1991  data  for  Coast  Guard  responses  was  not  complete  when  last  year's  question  was  answered.  When  the  fiscal  year  1991  data  base  was 
closed  out,  total  responses  increased  from  66,409  to  67,816    Fiscal  year   1992  data  base  has  been  closed  out  and  data  is  complete 

SAR  STATION  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
SAR  station  staffing  study  which  are  being  implemented  by  the 
Coast  Guard,  and  a  statement  regarding  the  status  of  each  imple- 
mentation. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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In  July  1991,  the  report  "Station  Staffing  Study  -  In 
Pursuit  of  Excellence:  Building  a  Better  Station"  was  published. 
The  report  contained  75  individual  recommendations  divided  into 
the  major  headings  of:  Personnel,  Training,  Prototype  Unit, 
Reserves,  Auxiliary,  Administration,  Missions,  Maintenance, 
Facility  Manager,  and  Implementation  Plan.   In  November  1991,  the 
recommendations  were  categorized  by  the  Coast  Guard  Chief  of 
Staff  into  4  sections  for  implementation: 

CATEGORY  lA:   APPROVED  FOR  SINGLE  OFFICE  IMPLEMENTATION.   Twelve 
recommendations  -  85%  complete. 

CATEGORY  IB:   APPROVED  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION  -  INTEROFFICE 
COOPERATION  NEEDED.   Twenty  five  recommendations  -  60%  complete. 
CATEGORY  2:   EVALUATE  RECOMMENDATION  THROUGH  PROTOTYPE. 
Seventeen  recommendations  considered  of  high  enough  potential  for 
implementation,  but  in  need  of  testing  prior  to  implementation 
Coast  Guard  wide. 

CATEGORY  3:   MORE  DATA  NEEDED  BEFORE  DETERMINING  HOW/WHERE  TO 
IMPLEMENT.   Seventeen  recommendations  -  5%  complete. 
CATEGORY  4:   IMPLEMENTATION  NOT  CONSIDERED  FEASIBLE  OR  DESIRABLE 
AT  THIS  TIME  (LONG  TERM  REVIEW).   Four  recommendations.   No 
implementation  started. 

Each  recommendations  is  summarized  below  followed  by  its  status. 
The  recommendations  are  grouped  by  the  major  headings  from  the 
report . 

PERSONNEL  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.1  Provide  Officers  in  Charge  with  a  quicker  process  for 
transferring  nonproductive  personnel  to  the  group,  district  or 
support  center  and  provide  TAD/TEMAC  replacement  as  soon  as 
possible.   STATUS:   Station  Study  Implementation  Staff  (G-N-1) 
has  drafted  a  point  paper  for  consideration. 

1.2  If  the  administrative  workload  is  not  reduced,  as  expressed 
through  this  study's  recommendations,  add  full  time  YN/SK  support 
at  stations.   STATUS:   On  Hold  pending  the  results  of  other 
recommendations . 

1.3  Discontinue  the  practice  of  having  non-rates  chargeable 
against  the  units  roster  while  assigned  to  "A"  School. 
COMPLETED. 

1.4  Provide  on-site  relief  for  personnel  in  critical  billets 
(coxswains  and  small  boat  engineers).   STATUS:   Coast  Guard 
general  detail  not  sized  sufficiently  to  support  on-site  reliefs 
for  other  than  Command  and  independent  duty  billets. 
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1.5  Staff  stations  to  at  least  the  published  standards  required 
to  perform  their  mission.   STATUS:   Necessity  for  formal  revised 
staffing  standard  development  under  review. 

1 . 6  Extend  tours  for  second  and  third  class  petty  officers  to 
four  years  with  no  transfer  upon  promotion  and  adopt  a  strict  no 
relief  -  no  transfer  policy.   STATUS:   Implemented  in  part,  and 
to  the  extent  possible.   Recent  changes  allow  for  a  no  transfer 
upon  promotion  assignment  policy  which  will  effectively  increase 
average  tour  lengths  from  2 . 4  years  ( current  average )  to  about  3 
years . 

1 • 7    Designate  the  Officer  in  Charge  and  Executive  Petty  Officer 
as  principal  trainers  with  dedicated  underway  time.   STATUS: 
Combined  with  Recommendation  9.3  (Station  and  Command  Job 
Descriptions ) . 

1.8  Solve  the  Color  Vision  problem  for  personnel  assigned  to 
stations  once  and  for  all.   COMPLETED  -  Normal  Color  Vision  (NCV) 
is  now  a  required  prerequisite  for  station  assignment. 

1.9  Change  general  duty  Bosun  Mate  and  MK  billets  to  general 
Petty  Officer  billets.   STATUS:   List  developed  and  meeting  with 
rating  managers  held  in  January  1993.   Position  Paper  drafted. 

1.10  Create  a  strong  ashore  operations  career  path  for  Officer 
and  Enlisted  personnel  so  that  Command  positions  are  filled  only 
by  qualified,  experienced  personnel.   STATUS:   Position  papers 
developed  and  being  considered. 

1.11  Establish  limited  watchstanding  designated  Engineer  Petty 
Officer  billets  at  stations.  STATUS:   To  be  integrated  into 
revised  staffing  standards  review. 

1.12  Don't  send  recruits  with  a  guaranteed  A  school  to 
stations.   COMPLETED  -  As  a  matter  of  practice,  recruits  with 
guaranteed  "A"  schools  are  no  longer  being  sent  to  stations. 

1.13  Evaluate  the  need  for  specific  Petty  Officer  billets  at 
Small  Boat  Stations  for  coxswain,  electronics,  and  engineering 
support  for  the  47'  MLB.   STATUS:   To  be  evaluated  through  pre- 
production  operational  tests  at  six  operational  test  sites 
beginning  June  1993. 

1.14  Assign  Marine  Science  Technicians  to  Small  Boat  Stations 
as  a  specialist  billet.   STATUS:   Being  evaluated  at  five 
stations. 

TRAINING  RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1     Institute  pre-arrival  training  requirements  for  all 

personnel  ordered  to  small  boat  stations: 

a )  Coxswains  to  UTB/MLB  Coxswain  School 

b)  Engineers  to  Small  Boat  Engineering  School 

c)  Non-rates  to  Small  Boat  Crewman  School 

d)  Boarding  Officers  and  Team  Members  to  Maritime  Law 
Enforcement  School 

e)  Non-rated  personnel  to  seamanship  school 

STATUS:   Test  and  evaluation  started  (5  July  1992).   Station 
Study  Implementation  Staff  (G-N-1)  is  currently  monitoring  over 
two  hundred  individuals  to  determine  the  validity  of  this 
recommendation.   Early  indications  are  positive  in  terms  of  both 
speed  and  quality  of  qualification. 
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2.1A   If  pre-arrlval  training  Is  not  implemented,  then  replace 
the  assumption  of  100%  trained  and  qualified  crews  with  a 
realistic  figure  in  the  staffing  standard.   STATUS:   On  Hold 
pending  the  results  of  recommendation  2.1. 

2.2  Expand  weapons  training  course  to  five  days  during  recruit 
training.   STATUS:   Recruits  currently  receive  2h   days  of  weapons 
(9mm/M-16)  training  during  the  6th  week  at  Training  Center  Cape 
May.   Coast  Guard  Headquarters  is  considering  two  proposals:   1) 
Moving  weapons  qualification  training  to  the  5th  week  to  allow 
more  opportunities  for  recruits  to  qualify;  2)   Assigning  non- 
rates  to  stations  based,  in  part,  on  whether  the  individual 
qualified  with  weapons. 

2.3  Review  the  Personnel  Qualification  Standard  (PQS)  to 
determine  the  applicability  of  each  task  and  to  eliminate 
unnecessary  requirements.   STATUS:  Seaman  Apprentice  (E-2) 
qualifications  have  been  reviewed  and  revised  and  are  pending 
approval.   Boarding  Officer  PQS  was  revised  in  early  1992.   Other 
PQS  (Crewman,  Coxswain  &  Engineer)  revisions  on  hold  pending 
available  staff  time. 

2.4  Require  Groups  to  conduct  and  document  all  non- 
operational  /administrative  training.   STATUS:   A  Natural  Working 
Group  composed  of  Prototype  Group  Commanders  met  for  the  first 
time  on  24/25  March  1993  to  determine  how  best  to  implement 
recommendation . 

2.5  Teach  community/public  relations  at  Recruit  Training  Center 
Cape  May  and  all  leadership  schools.   STATUS:   Issue  being 
further  researched  through  a  review  of  curricula. 

2.6  Establish  a  branch  in  the  Office  of  Personnel  and  Training 
to  monitor  and  oversee  all  unit  training.   STATUS:   Pends  further 
evaluation  and  action.   Addressed  by  the  Training  System  Focus 
Group  which  convened  in  December  1992. 

2.7  Provide  more  exportable  training.   STATUS:   "Best-in-class" 
examples  are  being  collected  to  share  CG-wide. 

2 . 8  Provide  more  video  training  aids .   STATUS :   Have  begun  a 
comprehensive  review  of  existing  DOD/CG  inventory  of  training 
videos/films  to  identify  titles  that  could  meet  CG  training 
needs.   In  March  1993,  distributed  copies  of  a  video  tape  and 
training  guide  on  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  and  Code  of 
Conduct.   Preparing  to  produce  one  training  tape  using  DOD  and 
Coast  Guard  assets  to  document  costs  for  in-house  productions. 

2.9  Give  stations  a  larger  share  of  AFC-56  funds  for  training. 
STATUS:   Follow  up  detailed  study  being  conducted. 

2.10  Republish  an  updated  version  of  the  Small  Unit  Training 
Guide.   STATUS:   Being  drafted. 

2.11  Schedule  more  Senior  Petty  Officer  Leadership  and 
Management,  Officer  In  Charge,  System  Manager,  Engineering 
Administration  and  other  schools  important  to  station  personnel 
during  non-peak  SAR  periods.   COMPLETED  -  Implemented  by  Training 
Division. 

2.12  Give  priority  to  non-peak  SAR  period  class  convening  dates 
to  station  personnel  for  resident  training.   COMPLETED  - 
Implemented  by  Training  Division. 

2.13  Establish  a  UTB  Supervisor's  Course  and  make  available  to 
group  and  station  personnel.   STATUS:   Funding  constraints  make 
establishing  this  course  unlikely  in  the  foreseeable  future. 
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2.14  Provide  training  to  station  personnel  when  mission  changes 
occur,  concentrating  on  the  who,  what,  where,  and  why-with 
emphasis  on  the  why.   COMPLETED  -  New  Directives  System  Manual 
includes  requirement  for  program  managers  to  complete  an  "impact 
assessment"  for  any  new  tasking  of  operational  commands  and  for 
facility  manager  review/clearance  on  these  assessments. 

2.15  Provide  Station  personnel  with  conflict  resolution 
training.   STATUS:   Issue  being  further  researched  through  a 
review  of  curricula. 

2.16  Increase  station  personnel  computer  literacy  through 
school  and  unit  training.   STATUS:   Computer  Based  Training  (CBT) 
programs  and  self  paced  tutorials  being  evaluated  for 
distribution  to  Groups. 

PROTOTYPE  UNIT  PROGRAM  RECOMMENDATIONS 

3.1  In  each  District,  except  D2,  D14,  and  D17,  designate  one 
Group  and  its  stations  to  operate  under  the  Prototype  Unit 
Program.   Use  these  commands  to  test  and  evaluate  identified 
recommendations  from  this  and  other  directed  studies.   STATUS: 
Prototype  Unit  Program  underway  since  summer  1992  with  Test  & 
Evaluation  Master  Plan  (TEMP)  developed,  control  and  test  sites 
established,  and  survey  instruments  in  the  field.   Prototype 
Units  are  Groups:   Astoria,  San  Francisco,  Mobile,  Key  West,  Cape 
May,  Long  Island  Sound  and  Milwaukee. 

3.2  Use  a  GAO-approved  model  to  measure  workload  after 
implementing  these  recommendations  contained  in  this  report  and 
determine  the  appropriate  staffing  mix  to  best  perform  that 
revised  workload.   Review  M  Staffing  model  concept  for 
applicability.   STATUS:   See  Recommendations  3.3  (staffing 
standards)  and  10.2  (Dictionary  of  Activities  measurement). 

3.3  Develop  new  staffing  standards  for  small  boat  stations 
based  on  results  of  recommendations  successfully  tested  at 
prototype  units.   STATUS:   New  staffing  standards  will  refine 
other-than-SAR  mission  performance  expectations  and  boat  and 
facility  maintenance  requirements.   Several  recommendations  being 
evaluated  through  prototype  program  are  expected  to  have  staffing 
standard  impact.   New  standards  will  incorporate  prototype  unit 
program  findings.   Standards  will  be  dynamic  and  workload  based. 

RESERVE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1  Make  operational  augmentation  of  stations  a  mission  of  the 
USCG  Reserve.   STATUS:   Prototype  test  underway  at  Groups  Cape 
May,  Mobile,  Milwaukee  and  San  Francisco. 

4.2  Designate  Reserve  Boat  Crew  training  as  a  mission  of  small 
boat  stations  in  the  Prototype  Unit  Program.   STATUS:   Prototype 
test  underway  at  Groups  Cape  May,  Mobile,  Milwaukee  and  San 
Francisco. 

4.3  Test  the  concept  of  eliminating  Reserve  Unit  CO/Of fleers  in 
Charge  while  incorporating  reserve  personnel  directly  into  the 
active  duty  units,  giving  the  station  total  control  over  all  its 
personnel.   STATUS:   Prototype  test  underway  at  Group  San 
Francisco. 

4.4  Require  districts  to  establish  unit/group  training  teams 
consisting  of  both  active  duty  and  Reservists  to  help  solve 
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4.4  Require  districts  to  establish  unit/group  training  teams 
consisting  of  both  active  duty  and  Reservists  to  help  solve 
station's  training  problems.   STATUS:   Primarily  qualitative, 
anecdotal  prototype  test . 

4.5  Actively  and  assertively  identify  areas  of  need  for  Reserve 
augmentation  at  small  boat  stations  to  include  boat  operations, 
clerical  support,  and  Marine  Environmental  Protection  program 
functions.   STATUS:   Under  review.   Other  Natural  Working  Groups 
are  being  formed  within  Coast  Guard  Headquarter  to  evaluate  where 
Reserve  Augmentation  would  best  serve  their  needs.   Office  of 
Reserve  developing  a  formal  definition  of  "surges  in  operations". 

AUXILIARY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1  Encourage  stations  to  use  Auxiliary  members  to  be  mentors 
for  new  crew  members,  providing  one-on-one  training  such  as 
boating  skills  and  seamanship  training  (B  S  &  S),  and  area 
familiarization.   STATUS:   Several  Districts  have  implemented. 
Implementation  is  mainly  a  marketing  challenge  and  a  need  for 
more  communications  between  parties  involved. 

5.2  Encourage  the  stations  to  use  Auxiliary  members  to  augment 
in  non-traditional  roles  such  as  tower  watches,  housing  officer, 
administrative  support,  master  mechanic,  auditor,  etc.   STATUS: 
Being  implemented,  or  already  in  place,  in  many  groups  and 
stations. 

5.3  Require  groups  or  districts  to  prepare  orders  and  provide 
administrative  support  for  the  local  Auxiliary  program.   Stations 
to  retain  operational  control.   STATUS:   Many  groups  now  prepare 
Auxiliarists'  orders  and/or  Auxiliarists  provide  administrative 
support  for  this  workload.   Issue  has  received  renewed  attention 
by  operational  commanders  over  past  several  months  (e.g. 
simplifying  process  and/or  shifting  workload  from  stations  where 
feasible) . 

ADMINISTRATION  RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1  Designate  stations  as  "administratively  limited"  and  reduce 
required  pubs,  directives  and  instructions  to  only  those 
essential  for  operations.   COMPLETED  -  New  Directives  Manual 
addresses  this  recommendation  with  a  slightly  different  solution. 
Instead  of  using  the  formal  designation  "administratively 
limited",  program  and  support  managers  will  no  longer  be  allowed 
to  directly  task  units  subordinate  to  groups.   Recent  series  of 
updates  to  Directives  Manual  has  eliminated  over  300  publications 
from  station  inventories. 

6.2  Delete  requirement  for  station  level  Personnel  Data  Records 
(PDR).   The  official  PDR  should  be  maintained  at  the  Personnel 
Reporting  Unit/Group.   STATUS:   In  progress.   Requirement  for 
station  level  PDR's  to  be  deleted.   Districts  5  and  9  each  have 
taken  action  to  require  Groups  to  maintain  PDRs  for  all  their 
subordinate  units. 

6.3  Require  utility  and  housekeeping  bills  to  be  paid  at  some 
level  higher  than  the  stations.   COMPLETED. 

6.4  Increase  quarterly  carry  over  limitation  for  station 
budgets  to  allow  flexibility  for  stations'  purchase  of  materials 
and  equipment.   STATUS:   On  Hold  pending  the  results  of  other 
recommendations . 


1047 


6.5  Revise  the  Directives,  Publications  and  Reports  Index 
(DPRI)  after  reviewing  1989  COMDTNOTE  5615  dated  12  Oct  89  and 
D13  Letter  5600  dated  17  April  1991,  and  update  the  DPRI  every 
six  months  as  required  by  HQINST  M5215.16.   COMPLETED  -  Revised 
in  Fall  1991,  Spring  1992,  Fall  1992,  and  Spring  1993  with 
significant  reduction  in  number  of  publications  (300)  required  to 
be  held  by  stations. 

6.6  Strengthen  the  Concurrent  Clearance  Process: 

a.  Require  impact  and  cost-benefit  analysis  that  Includes 
annual  man-hours  and  dollar  expenditures  for  all  new 
tasking. 

b.  Require  all  directives  affecting  stations  to  be  cleared 
through  G-NRS. 

c.  Require  facility  manager's  approval  for  all  station 
tasking. 

This  recommendation  will  greatly  assist  in  minimizing 
unnecessary  tasking  throughout  the  Coast  Guard.   COMPLETED. 

6.7  Develop  new  guidance  on  writing  publications  and 
instructions  so  that  tasking  will  be  clear.   Action  paragraphs 
should  have  sub-paragraphs  for  each  level  station,  group,  and 
district.   These  procedures  also  need  to  focus  on  the 
distribution,  and  require  all  new  publications/ 
instructions/notices  to  clearly  identify  "who"  is  to  do  "what". 
New  rules  and  instructions  must  not  be  approved  unless  guidelines 
are  followed.   This  recommendation  will  greatly  assist  in 
minimizing  unnecessary  tasking  throughout  the  Coast  Guard. 
COMPLETED  -  New  Directives  Manual  includes  the  procedures 
outlined  in  this  recommendation. 

6.8  Institute  the  I.M.P.A.C.  Visa  card  system  for  all  stations. 
COMPLETED. 

6.9  Combine  Situation  Reports,  Abstract  of  Operations,  Search 
and  Rescue  Information  System,  and  Sighting  Reports  into  a  single 
reporting  system.   STATUS:   Operational  testing  of  a  new 
reporting  system,  begins  in  summer  1993  at  Group  Long  Island 
Sound . 

6.10  Standardize  the  MLC  compliance  checklists  program. 
COMPLETED. 

6.11  Change  MLC  compliance  inspections  to  Administrative 
Standardization  training  team  visits  at  the  station  level. 
Emphasize  assistance  to  stations.   Hold  groups  responsible  for 
their  stations.   COMPLETED 

6.12  Improve  standard  work  station  stability  through  better 
management  of  equipment  configuration  and  application  software. 
STATUS:   Ongoing  system  wide  review  being  conducted. 

6.13  Provide  stations  with  additional  standard  work  stations 
specifically  for  training.   STATUS:   On  hold  pending  the  results 
of  other  recommendations. 

6.14  Except  in  extreme  or  operational  cases  where  absolutely 
required,  remove  requirement  for  negative  reports.   STATUS: 
Point  Paper  developed  and  distributed. 

6.15  Scrutinize  the  administrative  tasking  of  stations.   Use 
the  MLC  Compliance  Inspection  lists  as  a  guideline  reference  for 
deciding  whether  or  not  a  task  is  appropriate  for  a  station  and 
eliminate  unnecessary  tasking.   STATUS:   Numerous  items 
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identified  and  changes  made.   Over  a  dozen  tasks  will  be 
eliminated  with  implementation  of  a  Station  Organization,  a  draft 
of  which  is  being  field  tested  under  the  Prototype  Unit  Program. 
September  1992  survey  of  56  stations  shows  significant  shifts  in 
activities  from  September  1991.   Results  show  an  overall  15% 
reduction  in  total  station  effort  expended  on  personnel  and 
supply  administration  and  an  overall  11%  increase  in  training. 

MISSIONS  RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1  Limit  Drug  Enforcement  of  Laws  and  Treaties  boardings  to 
responses  that  are  intelligence  driven.   COMPLETED  -  Coast  Guard 
Headquarters  revised  boarding  policy  in  1991  (ALCOAST  24/91). 

7.2  Require  technical  specialists  be  taken  on  routine  patrols 
for  fisheries  and  pollution.   STATUS:   The  assignment  of  Marine 
Science  Technicians  to  stations  is  part  of  this  prototype 
initiative.   G-N-1  is  capturing  and  documenting  field  initiatives 
including  coordination  with  other  agencies. 

7 . 3  Give  higher  priority  to  the  Norwegian  Search  and  Rescue 
Concept  pilot  program.   Expedite  the  evaluation  of  applicability 
of  this  concept  to  replace  existing  stations.   STATUS:   Prototype 
being  evaluated  at  Station  Taylor's  Island.   Test  will  run 
through  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1993. 

7.4  Utilize  methodology  developed  in  the  working  paper  Section 
V-L  for  establishing  Search  and  Rescue  Detachments  and  implement 
where  appropriate.   STATUS:   Under  further  review. 

7 . 5  Determine  where  and  how  many  nonstandard  boats  are  needed 
and  eliminate  unnecessary  ones.   STATUS:   A  Headquarters  Boat 
Management  Board  has  been  formed  and  institutionalized  in  the 
pending  "Boat  Management  Manual". 

7 . 6  Reevaluate  where  and  how  many  standard  boats  are  needed  and 
eliminate  unnecessary  ones.   STATUS:   Ongoing  "Boat  Mix  2000" 
study  and  newly  created  Boat  Management  Board  address  this 
recommendation . 

7.7  Evaluate  station  readiness  requirements  and  reduce  where 
possible.   STATUS:   Several  Districts  have  reviewed  readiness 
postures  and  have  changed  requirements  where  appropriate. 
Further  study  ongoing. 

MAINTENANCE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.1  Examine  the  tri- level  maintenance  program  (organizational, 
intermediate  and  depot)  for  standard  and  nonstandard  small  boats. 
Determine  if  the  time  spent  on  organizational  maintenance 
[captured  in  the  survey  (13%)]  is  appropriate.  Recommend 
redefining  maintenance  levels  to  be  more  specific  to  small  boat 
stations.   STATUS:   Natural  Working  Group  formed  to  review 
practices  and  to  follow  up  on  1990  Industrial  Study.   Their 
report  makes  several  recommendations  aimed  at  improving  group/ 
station  engineering  functions  and  responsibility. 

8.2  Examine  shore  maintenance  performed  by  station  personnel. 
Determine  if  the  time  spent  [captured  in  the  survey  (10%)]  on 
station  maintenance  is  appropriate.   Recommend  defining 
maintenance  requirements  and  redefining  maintenance  levels  for 
stations,  groups  and  Civil  Engineering  Units.   STATUS:   See  8.1 
above . 
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8.3   Develop  local  service  contracts  to  perform  some 
housekeeping  tasks  (e.g.  grounds  maintenance  and  janitorial 
services)  allowing  station  personnel  to  do  more  mission  related 
tasks.   STATUS:   Efforts  primarily  focused  on  examining  several 
existing  local  service  contracts  and  developing  guidelines  for 
cost  benefit  application. 

FACILITY  MANAGER  RECOMMENDATIONS 

9.1  Create  a  group/station  Facilities  Management  Division  along 
the  lines  of  OCU  and  OAV.   STATUS:   Recommendations  from  the 
follow  on  Facilities  Management  Quality  Action  Team  include  a 
strengthened  and  reorganized  Search  and  Rescue  Division,  rather 
than  the  creation  of  a  new  Division,  with  its  additional 
overhead . 

9 . 2  Develop  and  implement  a  generic  Standard  Operating 
Procedure  for  stations.   STATUS:   Recommendation  being 
implemented  through  development  of  a  generic  station  Organization 
Manual.   Under  review  by  prototype  units. 

9.3  Revise  Coast  Guard  Regulations  to  reflect  station  and 
command  job  descriptions  found  in  Appendix  T  of  this  report. 
STATUS:   Being  evaluated  at  prototype  groups  and  their  stations. 
Feedback  received  on  initial  draft. 

9.4  Develop  and  implement  Required  Operational  Capability 
Statement  for  Coast  Guard  Stations.   STATUS:   Combined  with 
Recommendation  9.2  (Develop  Generic  Station  SOP)  and  evaluated 
through  prototype  unit  program. 

9.5  Allow  Officer  in  Charge  maximum  flexibility  in  determining 
duty  rotation.   COMPLETED. 

9.6  Evaluate  the  appropriateness  of  eliminating  station  Officer 
of  the  Day  (OOD)  and  communications  watches  where  adequate 
resources  are  available  at  Groups.   Remove  communications  watch 
billets  from  stations  in  the  Prototype  Unit  Program  Test. 
STATUS:   OOD  and  Communications  watches  are  being  addressed  as 
separate  but  related  issues  under  the  Prototype  Unit  testing 
program . 

IMPLEMENTATION  PLAN  RECOMMENDATIONS 

10.1  Form  reconstituted  Quality  Action  Team  to  monitor 
implementation  of  recommendations  and  to  report  periodically  to 
the  Operations  Coordinating  Council.   COMPLETED  -  Implemented 
with  establishment  of  Station  Study  Implementation  Staff  for 
period  12/91  through  9/93. 

10.2  Re-administer  the  Dictionary  of  Activities  in  September 
1991  to  the  stratified  random  sample  stations  included  in 
original  survey  and  annually  thereafter  in  concert  with  Total 
Quality  Management  philosophy  to  Plan-Do-Check-Act.   COMPLETED  - 
Survey's  re-administered  in  September  1991  &  September  1992. 
Third  re-survey  planned  for  fourth  quarter  fiscal  year  1993. 
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The  actual  number  of  spills  has  decreased  over  the  last  three 
years  at  a  rate  of  -6.3%  per  year.   The  figures  projected  for 
1993  and  1994  levels  of  spill  investigations  and  federally  funded 
cleanups  are  based  on  this  trend. 

While  the  actual  number  of  spills  is  declining,  the  level  of 
reporting  these  spills  is  increasing.   It  is  not  unusual  for  one 
spill  to  result  in  several  reports  by  the  public  to  the  Coast 
Guard  National  Response  Center. 

This  increase  in  the  number  of  pollution  reports  received  is 
due  to  two  factors:  first,  the  general  increase  in  public 
awareness  of  the  harm  oil  and  chemical  spills  can  have  on  the 
environment,  and  secondly,  the  Coast  Guard  has  widely  publicized 
its  toll-free  800  number  for  receiving  spill  reports.   Together, 
these  two  factors  have  resulted  in  an  upward  trend  of  the  number 
of  spill  reports. 
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SAR  stations/ POSITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  by  geographic  area  of  the  Coast 
Guard's  SAR  stations  and  the  associated  FTP  for  each,  for  fiscal 
years  1992  through  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 


FY92 
SAR  STATION  TOTALS 


DIET  OPFAC   UNIT  NAME 


CO 


WO 


ENL   TOTAL 


01 


05 


30105 

CG 

STA  BOSTON 

30107 

CG 

STA  WOODS  HOLE 

30109 

CG 

STA  BRANT  POINT 

30115 

STA  CAPE  COD  CANAL 

30121 

CG 

STA  CASTLE  HILL 

30124 

CG 

STA  CHATHAM 

30126 

CG 

STA  PROVINCETOWN 

30129 

STA  SOUTH  PORTLAND 

30133 

CG 

STA  MENEMSHA 

30136 

CG 

STA  GLOUCESTER 

30141 

CG 

STA  JONESPORT 

30145 

STA  MERRIMAC  RIVER 

30154 

STA  POINT  ALLERTON 

30157 

CG 

STA  POINT  JUDITH 

30160 

CG 

STA  PORTSMOUTH  HB 

30161 

CG 

STA  BURLINGTON 

30169 

CG 

STA  SCITUATE 

30180 

CG 

STA  NEW  HAVEN 

30182 

CG 

STA  FORT  TOTTEN 

30196 

CG 

STA  EATONS  NECK 

30199 

CG 

STA  FIRE  ISLAND 

30200 

CG 

STA  NEW  YORK 

30217 

STA  MANASQUAN  INLET 

30223 

CG 

STATION  MONTAUK 

30232 

CG 

STA  ROCKAWAY 

30235 

CG 

STA  SANDY  HOOK 

30238 

CG 

STA  SHARK  RIVER 

30241 

CG 

STA  SHINNECOCK 

30244 

CG 

STA  SHORT  BEACH 

30606 

STA  BOOTHBAY  HARBOR 

30612 

CG 

STA  ROCKLAND 

30630 

CG 

STA  NEW  LONDON 

DISTRICT 

01 

30140 

CG 

STATION  CRISFIELD 

30184 

CG 

STA  ATLANTIC  CITY 

30187 

CG 

STA  BARNEGAT 

30190 

CG 

STA  BEACH  HAVEN 

30208 

STA  INDIAN  RVR  INLET 

30229 

CG 

STA  GREAT  EGG 

30251 

CG 

STA  CURTIS  BAY 

30254 

CG 

STA  PORTSMOUTH 

30264 

CG 

STA  CHINCOTEAGUE 

30271 

CG 

STA  HATTERAS  INLT 

30272 

CG 

STA  HOBUCKEN 

30277 

CG 

STA  LITTLE  CREEK 

30278 

CG 

STA  CAPE  CHARLES 

30287 

CG 

STA  MILFORD  HAVEN 

30289 

CG 

STA  OAK  ISLAND 

30292 

CG 

STA  OCEAN  CITY 

30295 

CG 

STA  OCRACOKE 

30298 

CG 

STA  OREGON  INLET 

30300 

CG 

STA  COINJOCK 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
1 

0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 


0 

1 
1 

0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
0 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 
0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 


0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


25 
22 
24 
26 
26 
27 
25 
25 
26 
29 
32 
25 
32 
32 
58 
20 
25 
18 
23 
38 
35 
51 
28 
27 
34 
37 
19 
28 
32 
23 
25 
41 

938 

22 
28 
31 
29 
36 
28 
24 
21 
21 
22 
19 
22 
22 
23 
33 
25 
20 
21 
11 


25 
22 
24 
26 
27 
27 
25 
25 
26 
29 
32 
25 
33 
32 
60 
20 
25 
18 
23 
39 
36 
52 
29 
27 
35 
38 
19 
29 
33 
23 
26 
43 

953 

22 
29 
32 
30 
37 
28 
24 
21 
21 
22 
19 
22 
22 
23 
33 
25 
20 
21 
11 
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FY92 
SAR  STATION  TOTALS 


DIST  OPFAC   UNIT  NAME 


CO 


WO 


ENL   TOTAL 


05    30301  STA  PARRAMORE  BEACH 

30303  CG  STA  ANNAPOLIS 

30304  CG  STA  SWANSBORO 

30305  CG  STA  ST  INIGOES 
30624  CG  STA  CAPE  MAY 
30710  CG  STA  STILLPOND 
30846  STA  TAYLORS  ISLAND 
30860  STA  WRIGHTSVILLE  BCH 
31390  BASE  FORT  MACON 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  05 

07    30306  CG  STA  GEORGETOWN 

30308  CG  STA  ST  PETERSBURG 

30309  STA  FT  MYERS  BEACH 

30310  CG  STA  FORT  PIERCE 

30311  CG  STA  ISLAMORADA 

30313  STA  LAKE  WORTH  INLET 

30314  CG  STA  MARATHON 

30315  STA  FORT  LAUDERDALE 

30316  CG  STA  PONCE  DE  LEON 

30317  STA  PORT  CANAVERAL 

30318  CG  STA  TYBEE 

30319  CG  STA  SIMON  ISLAND 
30321  CG  STA  CLEARWATER 

30323  CG  STA  KEY  WEST 

30324  CG  STA  YANKEETOWN 
30326  CG  STA  CORTEZ 
31150  CG  BASE  CHARLESTON 
31160  CG  BASE  MIAMI  BEACH 
31170  CG  BASE  SAN  JUAN 
31290  CG  BASE  MAYPORT 


0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

1 

30 

31 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

1 

46 

47 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

26 

26 

683 


689 


0 

0 

26 

26 

2 

2 

54 

58 

0 

0 

28 

28 

0 

1 

36 

37 

0 

1 

28 

29 

0 

1 

48 

49 

0 

0 

29 

29 

2 

0 

50 

52 

0 

0 

32 

32 

0 

1 

30 

31 

0 

0 

31 

31 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

28 

28 

0 

0 

27 

27 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

28 

28 

0 

0 

17 

17 

1 

0 

46 

47 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

17 

17 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  07 


621 


632 


08 


30325 

CG 

STA 

FREEPORT 

30327 

CG 

STA 

DESTIN 

30328 

CG 

STA 

GRAND  ISLE 

30331 

CG 

STA 

PORT  ARANSAS 

30332 

CG 

STA 

MOBILE 

30333 

CG 

STA 

PENSACOLA 

30334 

CG 

STA 

PORT  ISABEL 

30335 

CG 

STA 

GULFPORT 

30336 

CG 

STA 

VENICE 

30337 

CG 

STA 

PORT  O'CONNOR 

30338 

CG 

STA 

NEW  ORLEANS 

30339 

CG 

STA 

SABINE 

30341 

CG 

STA 

PANAMA  CITY 

30342 

CG 

STA 

PASCAGOULA 

31180 

CG 

BASE  GALVESTON 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  08 

09    30343   CG  STA  ASHTABULA 


0 

0 

29 

29 

0 

0 

30 

30 

0 

1 

29 

30 

0 

0 

33 

33 

0 

0 

29 

29 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

34 

34 

0 

0 

27 

27 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

32 

32 

0 

0 

43 

43 

0 

0 

31 

31 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

29 

29 

0 

1 

445 

446 

0 

0 

16 

16 
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FY92 

SAR  STATION  TOTALS 

DIST  OPFAC 

UNIT  NAME 

09    30349 

CG 

STA 

BUFFALO 

30352 

STA  CALUMET  HARBOR 

30355 

CG 

STA 

CHARLEVOIX 

30364 

CG 

STA 

DULUTH 

30367 

CG 

STA 

ERIE 

30370 

CG 

STA 

FAIRPORT 

30375 

CG 

STA 

BAYFIELD 

30379 

CG 

STA 

GRAND  HAVEN 

30391 

CG 

STA 

KENOSHA 

30394 

CG 

STA 

LORAIN 

30397 

CG 

STA 

LUDINGTON 

30405 

CG 

STA 

PORTAGE 

30406 

CG 

STA 

MARQUETTE 

30407 

STA  SAULT  STE  MARIE 

30409 

CG 

STA 

MICHIGAN  CITY 

30412 

CG 

STA 

MILWAUKEE 

30424 

CG 

STA 

OSWEGO 

30433 

CG 

STA 

PORT  HURON 

30439 

CG 

STA 

ROCHESTER 

30442 

CG 

STA 

ST  JOSEPH 

30445 

CG 

STA 

SHEBOYGAN 

30450 

CG 

STA 

ST  IGNACE 

30451 

CG 

STA 

STURGEON  BAY 

30454 

CG 

STA 

TAWAS 

30457 

CG 

STA 

TWO  RIVERS 

30460 

STA  WILMETTE  HARBOR 

30663 

STA  ST 

CLAIR  SHORES 

30666 

CG 

STA 

TOLEDO 

30880 

CG 

STA 

SAGINAW  RIVER 

30926 

CG 

STA 

MANISTEE 

30928 

CG 

STA 

HARBOR  BEACH 

30929 

CG 

STA 

MARBLEHEAD 

30931 

CG 

STA 

BELLE  ISLE 

30934 

RESAUG 

STA  FRANKFORT 

30938 

CG 

STA 

NIAGARA 

30950 

AUXOP  STA  SODUS 

30952 

AUXOP  STA  SACKETS  HB 

30959 

AUXOP  STA  GREEN  BAY 

30960 

CG 

AUXOP  STA  ALPENA 

30975 

STA  CLEVELAND  HRBR 

CO 


wo 


ENL   TOTAL 


0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

16 

16 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

10 

10 

0 

1 

39 

40 

0 

0 

15 

15 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

17 

17 

0 

0 

12 

12 

0 

0 

8 

8 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

16 

16 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

1 

36 

37 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

5 

5 

0 

0 

5 

5 

0 

1 

34 

35 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

9 

9 

0 

0 

10 

10 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

22 

22 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  09 


0 


694 


697 


11    30462  CG  STA  BODEGA  BAY 

30466  CG  STA  HUMBOLDT  BAY 

30467  CG  STA  GOLDEN  GATE 
30470  STA  MARE  ISLAND 
30670  CG  STA  LAKE  TAHOE 
30796  STA  CHANNEL  ISL  HRBR 
30885  CG  STA  SAN  FRANCISCO 

30887  STA  LOS  ANGELES/LBCH 

30888  CG  STA  SAN  DIEGO 
30890  CG  STA  RIO  VISTA 


0 

1 

24 

25 

0 

1 

32 

33 

0 

0 

30 

30 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

9 

9 

0 

1 

33 

34 

0 

0 

31 

31 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

15 

15 

1054 


FY92 
SAR  STATION  TOTALS 


DIST  OPFAC   UNIT  NAME 


CO 


WO 


ENL   TOTAL 


TOTAL  DISTRICT  11 


241 


244 


13    30475  STA  CAPE  DISAPTMENT 

30478  CG  STA  COOS  BAY 

30481  CG  STA  GRAYS  HARBOR 

30484  CG  STA  NEAH  BAY 

30493  STA  QUILLAYUTE  RIVER 

30496  CG  STA  TILLAMOOK  BAY 

30499  CG  STA  UMPQUA  RIVER 

30505  CG  STA  YAQUINA  BAY 

30506  CG  STA  SEATTLE 
30508  CG  STA  BELLINGHAM 
30672  CG  STA  DEPOE  BAY 
30678  CG  STA  CHETCO  RIVER 
30684  CG  STA  SIUSLAW  RIVER 


1 

0 

47 

48 

0 

1 

45 

46 

0 

1 

39 

40 

0 

1 

31 

32 

0 

0 

27 

27 

0 

1 

37 

38 

0 

0 

37 

37 

0 

1 

40 

41 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

1 

39 

40 

0 

0 

28 

28 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  13 


436 


443 


14    30143   CG  STA  MAUI 
30144   STA  HONOLULU 


0 
0 


0 
0 


8 
19 


8 
19 


TOTAL  DISTRICT  14 


27 


27 


17    30520   CG  STATION  JUNEAU 
30521   CG  STA  KETCHIKAN 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  17 

TOTAL 


0 

0 

16 

16 

0 

0 

17 

17 

0 

0 

33 

33 

15 

31 

4118 

4164 

1055 


¥¥93 
SRR    STATION    TOTALS 


DIST   OFF AC      UNIT   NAME 


CO 


WO    ENL      TOTAL 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

1 

26 

27 

0 

0 

27 

27 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

29 

29 

0 

0 

33 

33 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

1 

32 

33 

0 

0 

32 

32 

1 

1 

58 

60 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

1 

38 

39 

1 

0 

33 

34 

1 

0 

51 

52 

0 

1 

28 

29 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

1 

34 

35 

1 

0 

37 

38 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

1 

28 

29 

0 

1 

32 

33 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

1 

25 

26 

2 

0 

42 

44 

6 

9 

937 

952 

0 

0 

22 

22 

1 

0 

28 

29 

1 

0 

31 

32 

0 

1 

29 

30 

1 

0 

36 

37 

0 

0 

28 

28 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

32 

32 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

31 

31 

0 

0 

11 

11 

01         30105  CG   STA   BOSTON 

30107  CG    STA   V300DS   HOLE 

30109  CG    STA   BRANT  POINT 

30115  STA    CAFE   COD    CANAL 

30121  CG    STA    CASTLE   HILL 

30124  CG   STA   CHATHAM 

30126  CG    STA   FROVINCETO^N 

30129  STA   SOUTH   PORTLAND 

30133  CG    STA   MENEMSHA 

30136  CG   STA   GLOUCESTER 

30141  CG    STA   JONESFORT 

30145  STA   MERRIMAC   RIVER 

30154  STA   FOINT   ALLERTON 

30157  CG    STA   FOINT   JUDITH 

30160  CG    STA   PORTSMOUTH   HE 

30161  CG   STA   BURLINGTON 
30169  CG   STA   SCITUATE 
30180  CG   STA   NEW  HAVEN 
30182  CG    STA   FORT    TOTTEN 
30196  CG    STA    EATONS   NECK 

30199  CT    STA   FIRE    ISLAND 

30200  CG   STA   NEW  YORK 
30217  STA   MANASQUAN    INLET 
30223  CG    STATION   MONTAUK 
30232  CG    STA    ROCKA]/iAY 
30235      CG    STA    SANDY   HOOK 
30238      CG   STA   SHARK   RIVER 
30241      CG   STA   SHINNECOCK 
30244       CG    STA   JONES   BEACH 
30606      STA   BOOTHBAY   HARBOR 
30612      CG   STA   ROCKLAND 
30630      CG   STA   NEW   LONDON 

TOTAL    DISTRICT   01 

05         30140  CG   STATION   CRISFIELD 

30184  CG   STA   ATLANTIC   CITY 

30187  CG    STA   BARNEGAT 

30190  CG    STA   BEACH   HAVEN 

30208  STA    INDIAN    RVR  INLET 

30229  CG   STA   GREAT   EGG 

30251  CG   STA   CURTIS   BAY 

30254  CG   STA   PORTSMOUTH 

30264  CG    STA    CHINCOTEAGUE 

30271  CG    STA   HATTERAS    INLT 

30272  CG   STA   HOBUCKEN 

30277  CG   STA   LITTLE   CREEK 

30278  CG   STA   CAPE   CHARLES 
30287  CG    STA   MILFORD   HAVEN 
30289  CG   STA   OAK   ISLAND 
30292  CG   STA   OCEAN   CITY 
30295  CG   STA   OCRACOKE 
30298  CG   STA   OREGON   INLET 
30300  CG   STA   COINJOCK 


1056 


FY93 
SRR  STATION  TOTALS 


DIST  OPFAC   UNIT  NAME 


CO 


WO 


ENL   TOTAL 


05    30301  STA  PARRAMORE  BEACH 

30303  CG  STA  ANNAPOLIS 

30304  CG  STA  SWANSBORO 

30305  CG  STA  ST  INIGOES 
30624  CG  STA  CAPE  MAY 
30710  CG  STA  STILLPOND 
30846  STA  TAYLORS  ISLAND 
30860  STA  WRIGHTSVILLE  BCH 
31390  BASE  FORT  MACON 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  05 

07  30306  CG  STA  GEORGETOWN 

30308  CG  STA  ST  PETERSBURG 

30309  STA  FT  MYERS  BEACH 

30310  CG  STA  FORT  PIERCE 

30311  CG  STA  ISLAMORADA 

30313  STA  LAKE  WORTH  INLET 

30314  CG  STA  MARATHON 

30315  STA  FORT  LAUDERDALE 

30316  CG  STA  PONCE  DE  LEON 

30317  STA  PORT  CANAVERAL 

30318  CG  STA  TYBEE 

30319  CG  STA  SIMONS  ISLAND 
30321  CG  STA  CLEARWATER 

30323  CG  STA  KEY  WEST 

30324  CG  STA  YANKEETOWN 

30326  CG  STA  CORTEZ 
31150  CG  BASE  CHARLESTON 
31160  CG  BASE  MIAMI  BEACH 
31170  CG  BASE  SAN  JUAN 
31290  CG  BASE  MAYPORT 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  07 

08  30325  CG  STA  FREEPORT 

30327  CG  STA  DESTIN 

30328  CG  STA  GRAND  ISLE 

30331  CG  STA  PORT  ARANSAS 

30332  CG  STA  MOBILE 

30333  CG  STA  PENSACOLA 

30334  CG  STA  PORT  ISABEL 

30335  CG  STA  GULFPORT 

30336  CG  STA  VENICE 

30337  CG  STA  PORT  O'CONNOR 

30338  CG  STA  NEW  ORLEANS 

30339  CG  STA  SABINE 

30341  CG  STA  PANAMA  CITY 

30342  CG  STA  PASCAGOULA 
31180  CG  BASE  GALVESTON 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  08 

09  30343  CG  STA  ASHTABULA 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


0 

1 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
2 

0 

1 
1 
1 

0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


22 
30 
16 
20 
46 
19 
19 
20 
26 


3   684 


21 
51 
24 
33 
25 
45 
24 
47 
25 
26 
29 
21 
24 
24 
21 
23 
17 
46 
18 
17 


6   561 


23 
28 
29 
29 
26 
21 
31 
27 
22 
29 
43 
27 
23 
22 
29 


1   409 
0    16 


22 

31 
16 
20 
47 
19 
19 
20 
26 

690 

21 
55 
24 
34 
26 
46 
24 
49 
25 
27 
29 
21 
24 
24 
21 
23 
17 
47 
18 
17 

572 

23 
28 
30 
29 
26 
21 
31 
27 
22 
29 
43 
27 
23 
22 
29 

410 

16 


1057 


FY93 

SAR  STATION  TOTALS 

DIST  OPFAC 

UNIT  NAME 

09    30349 

CG 

STA  BUFFALO 

30352 

STA  CALUMET  HARBOR 

30355 

CG 

STA  CHARLEVOIX 

30364 

CG 

STA  DULUTH 

30367 

CG 

STA  ERIE 

30370 

CT 

STA  FAIRPORT 

30375 

CG 

STA  BAYFIELD 

30379 

CG 

STA  GRAND  HAVEN 

30391 

CG 

STA  KENOSHA 

30394 

CG 

STA  LORAIN 

30397 

CG 

STA  LUDINGTON 

30405 

CG 

STA  PORTAGE 

30406 

CG 

STA  MARQUETTE 

30407 

STA  SAULT  STE  MARIE 

30409 

CT 

STA  MICHIGAN  CITY 

30412 

CG 

STA  MILWAUKEE 

30424 

CG 

STA  OSVEGO 

30433 

CG 

STA  PORT  HURON 

30439 

CG 

STA  ROCHESTER 

30442 

CG 

STA  ST  JOSEPH 

30445 

CG 

STA  SHEBOYGAN 

30450 

CG 

STA  ST  IGNACE 

30451 

CG 

STA  STURGEON  BAY 

30454 

CG 

STA  TAWAS 

30457 

CG 

STA  TWO  RIVERS 

30460 

STA  VIILMETTE  HARBOR 

30663 

STA  ST  CLAIR  SHORES 

30666 

CG 

STA  TOLEDO 

30880 

CG 

STA  SAGINAW  RIVER 

30926 

CG 

STA  MANISTEE 

30928 

CT 

STA  HARBOR  BEACH 

30929 

CG 

STA  MARBLEHEAD 

30931 

CT 

STA  BELLE  ISLE 

30934 

RESAUG  STA  FRANKFORT 

30938 

CG 

STA  NIAGARA 

30950 

AUXOP  STA  SODUS 

30952 

AUXOP  STA  SACKETS  HB 

30959 

AUXOP  STA  GREEN  BAY 

30960 

CG 

AUXOP  STA  ALPENA 

30975 

STA  CLEVELAND  HRBR 

CO 


WO 


ENL   TOTAL 


0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

16 

16 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

10 

10 

0 

1 

39 

40 

0 

0 

15 

15 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

12 

12 

0 

0 

8 

8 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

1 

36 

37 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

5 

5 

0 

0 

5 

5 

0 

0 

29 

29 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

12 

12 

0 

0 

11 

11 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

22 

22 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  09 


698 


700 


11    30462  CG  STA  BODEGA  BAY 

30466  CG  STA  HUMBOLDT  BAY 

30467  CG  STA  GOLDEN  GATE 
30470  STA  MARE  ISLAND 
30670  CG  STA  LAKE  TAHOE 
30796  STA  CHANNEL  ISL  HRBR 
30885  CG  STA  SAN  FRANCISCO 

30887  STA  LOS  ANGELES /LBCH 

30888  CG  STA  SAN  DIEGO 
30890  CG  STA  RIO  VISTA 


0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

1 

32 

33 

0 

1 

29 

30 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

9 

9 

0 

1 

33 

34 

0 

0 

31 

31 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

15 

15 

1058 


FY93 
SAJ?  STATION  TOTALS 


DIST  OFF AC   UNIT  NAME 


CO 


WO 


ENL   TOTAL 


TOTAL  DISTRICT  11 

13  30475  STA  CAPE  DISAPTMENT 
30478  CG  STA  COOS  BAY 
30481  CG  STA  GRAYS  HARBOR 
30484  CG  STA  NEAH  BAY 
30493  STA  QUILLAYUTE  RIVER 
30496  CG  STA  TILLAMOOK  BAY 
30499  CG  STA  VMPQUA  RIVER 

30505  CG  STA  YAQUINA  BAY 

30506  CG  STA  SEATTLE 
30508  CG  STA  BELLINGHAM 
30672  CG  STA  DEPOE  BAY 
30678  CG  STA  CHETCO  RIVER 
30684  CG  STA  SIUSLAW  RIVER 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  13 

14  30143   CG  STA  MAUI 
30144   CG  STA  HONOLULU 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  14 

17    30520   CG  STATION  JUNEAU 
30521   CG  STA  KETCHIKAN 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  17 

TOTAL 


241 


244 


1 

0 

47 

48 

0 

1 

45 

46 

0 

1 

40 

41 

0 

1 

31 

32 

0 

0 

27 

27 

0 

1 

37 

38 

0 

0 

38 

38 

0 

1 

40 

41 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

1 

41 

42 

0 

0 

28 

28 

1 

6 

440 

447 

0 

0 

8 

8 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

27 

27 

0 

0 

16 

16 

0 

0 

17 

17 

0 

0 

33 

33 

15 

30 

4030 

4075 

1059 


FY94 
SAR   STATION   TOTALS 


DIST   OPFAC      UNIT   NAME 


CO 


WO 


ENL      TOTAL 


01         30105  CG   STA  BOSTON 

30107  CG   STA  WOODS  HOLE 

30109  CG   STA   BRANT   POINT 

30115  STA   CAPE   COD   CANAL 

30121  CG    STA    CASTLE  HILL 

30124  CG    STA    CHATHAM 

30126  CG   STA   PROVINCETOWN 

30129  STA   SOUTH  PORTLAND 

30133  CG   STA  MENEMSHA 

30136  CG   STA   GLOUCESTER 

30141  CG    STA   JONESPORT 

30145  STA   MERRIMAC   RIVER 

30154  STA   POINT  ALLERTON 

30157  CG   STA   POINT  JUDITH 

30160  CG    STA   PORTSMOUTH   HB 

30161  CG    STA   BURLINGTON 
30169  CG   STA   SCITUATE 
30180  CG    STA   NEW  HAVEN 
30182  CG   STA   FORT   TOTTEN 
30196  CG   STA   EATONS  NECK 

30199  CT   STA   FIRE    ISLAND 

30200  CG   STA  NEW   YORK 
30217  STA   MANASQUAN   INLET 
30223  CG   STATION   MONTAUK 
30232  CG   STA   ROCKAWAY 
30235  CG   STA   STiNDY  HOOK 
30238  CG   STA   SHARK   RIVER 
30241  CG   STA   SHINNECOCK 
30244  CG   STA   JONES  BEACH 
30606  STA   BOOTHBAY  HARBOR 
30612  CG   STA   ROCKLAND 
30630  CG   STA   NEW   LONDON 


0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

1 

26 

27 

0 

0 

27 

27 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

29 

29 

0 

0 

33 

33 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

1 

32 

33 

0 

0 

32 

32 

0 

1 

21 

22 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

1 

38 

39 

1 

0 

33 

34 

1 

0 

51 

52 

0 

1 

28 

29 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

1 

34 

35 

1 

0 

37 

38 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

1 

28 

29 

0 

1 

32 

33 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

1 

25 

26 

2 

0 

42 

44 

TOTAL   DISTRICT   01 


900 


914 


05         30140  CG   STATION   CRISFIELD 

30184  CG   STA   ATLANTIC   CITY 

30187  CG   STA   BARNEGAT 

30190  CG   STA   BEACH   HAVEN 

30208  STA    INDIAN   RVR    INLET 

30229  CG   STA   GREAT   EGG 

30251  CG   STA   CURTIS  BAY 

30254  CG   STA   PORTSMOUTH 

30264  CG   STA   CHINCOTEAGUE 

30271  CG   STA  HATTERAS   INLT 

30272  CG   STA  HOBUCKEN 

30277  CG   STA   LITTLE   CREEK 

30278  CG   STA   CAPE   CHARLES 
30287  CG   STA   MILFORD   HAVEN 
30289  CG   STA   OAK   ISLAND 
30292  CG   STA   OCEAN   CITY 
30295  CG   STA   OCRACOKE 
30298  CG   STA   OREGON   INLET 
30300  CG   STA   COINJOCK 


0 

0 

22 

22 

1 

0 

28 

29 

1 

0 

31 

32 

0 

1 

29 

30 

1 

0 

36 

37 

0 

0 

28 

28 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

22 

22 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

32 

32 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

31 

31 

0 

0 

11 

11 

1060 


FY94 
SRR   STATION   TOTALS 


DIST   OPFAC      UNIT  NAME 


CO 


WO 


ENL      TOTAL 


05        30301  STA  PARRAMORE  BEACH 

30303  CG   STA  ANNAPOLIS 

30304  CG   STA   SWANSBORO 

30305  CG   STA   ST   INIGOES 
30624  CG   STA   CAPE  MAY 
30710  CG   STA   STILLPOND 
30846  STA   TAYLORS   ISLAND 
30860  STA  WRIGHTSVILLE  BCH 
31390  BASE  FORT  MACON 

TOTAL  DISTRICT  05 

07  30306  CG   STA   GEORGETOWN 

30308  CG   STA   ST  PETERSBURG 

30309  STA   FT  MYERS  BEACH 

30310  CG   STA   FORT  PIERCE 

30311  CG   STA   ISLAMORADA 

30313  STA   LAKE  WORTH   INLET 

30314  CG   STA   MARATHON 

30315  STA   FORT   LAUDERDALE 

30316  CG   STA   PONCE  DE   LEON 

30317  STA   PORT   CANAVERAL 

30318  CG   STA   TYBEE 

30319  CG   STA   SIMONS   ISLAND 
30321  CG   STA    CLEARWATER 

30323  CG   STA   KEY  WEST 

30324  CG   STA   YANKEETOWN 

30326  CG   STA   CORTEZ 
31150  CG   BASE   CHARLESTON 
31160  CG  BASE  MIAMI   BEACH 
31170  CG  BASE  SAN  JUAN 
31290  CG  BASE  MAYPORT 

TOTAL  DISTRICT   07 

08  30325  CG   STA   FREEPORT 

30327  CG   STA  DESTIN 

30328  CG   STA   GRAND   ISLE 

30331  CG   STA   PORT  TiRANSAS 

30332  CG   STA  MOBILE 

30333  CG   STA   PENSACOLA 

30334  CG   STA   PORT   ISABEL 

30335  CG   STA   GULFPORT 

30336  CG   STA   VENICE 

30337  CG   STA   PORT  O'CONNOR 

30338  CG   STA   NEW   ORLEANS 

30339  CG   STA   SABINE 

30341  CG   STA   PTiNAMA   CITY 

30342  CG   STA   PASCAGOULA 
31180  CG   BASE   GALVESTON 

TOTAL   DISTRICT   08 

09  30343  CG   STA   ASHTABULA 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 


0 

1 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
2 

0 

1 
1 
1 

0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


22 

30 
16 
20 
46 
19 
19 
20 
26 

684 

21 
51 
24 
33 
25 
45 
24 
47 
25 
26 
29 
21 
24 
24 
21 
23 
17 
46 
18 
17 

561 

23 
28 
29 
29 
26 
21 
31 
27 
22 
29 
43 
27 
23 
22 
29 


1      409 
0        16 


22 
31 
16 
20 
47 
19 
19 
20 
26 

690 

21 
55 
24 
34 
26 
46 
24 
49 
25 
27 
29 
21 
24 
24 
21 
23 
17 
47 
18 
17 

572 

23 
28 
30 
29 
26 
21 
31 
27 
22 
29 
43 
27 
23 
22 
29 

410 

16 
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Fy94 
SRR   STATION   TOTALS 


DIST  OFF AC      UNIT   NAME 


CO 


WO 


ENL      TOTAL 


09        30349  CG   STA   BUFFALO 

30352  STA    CALUMET  HARBOR 

30355  CG   STA   CHARLEVOIX 

30364  CG   STA  DULUTH 

30367  CG   STA   ERIE 

30370  CT   STA   FAIRPORT 

30375  CG   STA   BAYFIELD 

30379  CG   STA   GRAND   HAVEN 

30391  CG   STA  KENOSHA 

30394  CG   STA   LORAIN 

30397  CG   STA    LUDINGTON 

30405  CG   STA   PORTAGE 

30406  CG   STA   MARQUETTE 

30407  STA   SAULT   STE   MARIE 
30409  CT   STA   MICHIGAN   CITY 
30412  CG   STA   MILWAUKEE 
30424  CG   STA   OSWEGO 
30433  CG   STA   PORT  HURON 
30439  CG   STA   ROCHESTER 
30442  CG   STA   ST   JOSEPH 
30445  CG   STA   SHEBOYGAN 

30450  CG   STA   ST    IGNACE 

30451  CG   STA   STURGEON  BAY 
30454  CG   STA   TAW AS 
30457  CG    STA    TWO   RIVERS 
30460  STA   WILMETTE   HARBOR 
30663  STA    ST   CLAIR    SHORES 
30666  CG    STA    TOLEDO 
30880  CG   STA   SAGINAW   RIVER 
30926  CG   STA   MANISTEE 

30928  CT   STA   HARBOR   BEACH 

30929  CG    STA   MARBLEHEAD 
30931  CT   STA   BELLE   ISLE 
30934  RESAUG    STA   FRANKFORT 
30938  CG   STA   NIAGARA 
30950  AUXOP   STA   SODUS 
30952  AUXOP   STA   SACKETS  HB 

30959  AUXOP   STA   GREEN  BAY 

30960  CG   AUXOP   STA  ALPENA 
30975  STA   CLEVELAND   HRBR 


0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

16 

16 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

10 

10 

0 

1 

39 

40 

0 

0 

15 

15 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

12 

12 

0 

0 

8 

8 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

19 

19 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

21 

21 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

14 

14 

0 

0 

18 

18 

0 

1 

36 

37 

0 

0 

26 

26 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

5 

5 

0 

0 

5 

5 

0 

0 

29 

29 

0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

0 

12 

12 

0 

0 

11 

11 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

22 

22 

TOTAL   DISTRICT   09 


698 


700 


11         30462  CG   STA   BODEGA   BAY 

30466  CG   STA   HUMBOLDT   BAY 

30467  CG   STA   GOLDEN   GATE 
30470  STA   MARE   ISLAND 
30670  CG   STA   LAKE   TAHOE 
30796  STA    CHANNEL    ISL   HRBR 
30885  CG   STA   SAN  FRANCISCO 

30887  STA   LOS  ANGELES /LBCH 

30888  CG   STA   SAN  DIEGO 
30890  CG   STA   RIO   VISTA 


0 

0 

25 

25 

0 

1 

32 

33 

0 

1 

29 

30 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

0 

9 

9 

0 

1 

33 

34 

0 

0 

31 

31 

0 

0 

24 

24 

0 

0 

23 

23 

0 

0 

15 

15 
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FY94 
SAR    STTiTION  TOTALS 


DIST  OPFAC      UNIT   NAME 
TOTAL   DISTRICT   11 


CO 


WO 


ENL 


TOTAL 
244 


13  30475  STA   CAPE  DISTiPTMENT 
30478  CG   STA   COOS  BAY 
30481  CG   STA   GRAYS  HTUiBOR 
30484  CG   STA  NEAR  BAY 
30493  STA   QUILLAYUTE  RIVER 
30496  CG   STA    TILLAMOOK   BAY 
30499  CG   STA   UMPQUA   RIVER 

30505  CG   STA   YAQUINA  BAY 

30506  CG   STA   SEATTLE 
30508  CG   STA  BELLINGHAM 
30672  CG   STA  DEPOE  BAY 
30678  CG   STA   CHETCO   RIVER 
30684  CG   STA   SIUSLAW   RIVER 

TOTAL   DISTRICT   13 

14  30143  CG   STA  MAUI 
30144  CG   STA   HONOLULU 

TOTAL   DISTRICT   14 

17         30520  CG   STATION  JUNEAU 

30521  CG   STA  KETCHIKAN 


TOTAL  DISTRICT   17 
TOTAL 


1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 

0 

14 


3      241 


0 

1 
1 
1 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 
0 
0 

1 

0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


47 
45 
40 
31 
27 
37 
38 
40 
23 
19 
24 
41 
28 


6      440 


8 
19 

27 

16 
17 


0        33 

30   3993 


48 
46 
41 
32 
27 
38 
38 
41 
23 
19 
24 
42 
28 

447 

8 

19 

27 

16 
17 

33 

4037 


/ 


1063 


DRUG  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  RESOURCE  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  cutter  and  aircraft  resource 
hours  utilized  for  drug  interdiction  purposes,  as  shown  on  page  557 
of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  data  reflect  the  cutter  and  aircraft  drug  law  enforcement  resource 
hours  for  FY  85-93.  FY  93  hours  are  for  the  first  quarter  only. 

Cutter  Resource  Hours 

Hours 

Fiscal  year: 

1985 144,828 

1986 121,187 

1987 161,811 

1988 126,786 

1989 158,047 

1990 152,482 

1991 116,937 

1992 81,468 

1993  (1st  qtr) 22,156 

Aircraft  Resource  Hours 

Hours 

Fiscal  year: 

1985 18,155 

1986 13,260 

1987 21,458 

1988 18,486 

1989 26,728 

1990 26,126 

1991 23,701 

1992 15,302 

1993  (1st  qtr) 4,219 

DRUG  SEIZURES  AND  OPERATING  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  drug  seizures  and  operat- 
ing hours  shown  on  page  559  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  data  reflect  the  cutter  and  aircraft  drug  law  enforcement  operating 
hours  for  fiscal  years  1988,  1989,  1990,  1991  and  1992  compared  to  drug  seizures  by 
the  Coast  Guard: 


1988 


Fiscal  veat 


1989 


1990 


1991 


1992 


Cutter: 

Hours/seizure  => 886  1,040 

LBS  Marijuana/hour 5.1  2.0 

LBS  (k)caine/hour 0.1  0.1 

Aircraft: 

Hours/seizure  ^ 129  189 

LBS  Marijuana/hour 34.9  10.9 


1,588 

2,542 

1,234 

0.3 

0.3 

0.6 

0.2 

0.3 

0.2 

272 

515 

232 

2.0 

1.3 

3.3 
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Fiscal  year  "-^ 
1988         1989        1990        1991         1992 

LBS  Cocaine/hour 0.8         0.6         1.2         1.4         1.1 


'  This  table  is  based  on  "Coast  Guard  only"  seizures.  However,  drug  seizures  are  increasingly  based  on  the  coordinated  efforts  of  several  drug 
interdiction  agencies 

2  The  FY92  data  was  computed  using  previous  methodology  which  divides  both  aircraft  and  cutter  drug  enforcement  operating  hours  by  the  total 
seizure  data  for  the  year.  Our  drug  seizure  data  does  not  identify  whether  the  seizure  was  made  by  an  aircraft  or  a  cutter,  or  both  Because 
aircraft  have  a  lower  overall  number  of  annual  operating  hours  (approx.  20%  that  of  cutters),  the  table  will  always  indicate  fewer  hours  per 
seizure  and  higher  quantities  of  drugs  seized  per  hour  for  aircraft  when  compared  to  cutters. 

'  The  hours/seizure  category  above  measures  hours  per  seized  vessel.  In  fact,  many  seizures  cases,  such  as  forced  abort  air  drops  occur  without 
a  vessel  seizure. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  showing  Coast  Guard  contra- 
band seizures  shown  on  page  562  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  data  reflect  the  USCG  Seventh  District's  drug  seizure  information 
for  calendar  years  1991  and  1992  (including  CG  assist  cases): 


Calender  year 


Cases 

Vessels  seized 

Warijuana  seized  (lbs) 

Cocaine  seized  (lbs) 

Arrests  (CG  only— Note  1) 

'  Arrests  directly  related  to  the  act  of  seizure. 

The  following  data  reflect  Coast  Guard  seizures  only: 

COAST  GUARD  CONTROLLED  SUBSTANCES 

Fiscal  year 


1991 

1992 

121 

118 

52 

44 

27,568 

136,061 

68,588 

52,228 

65 

199 

1985       1986       1987       1988       1989       1990       1991        1992 


Vessel  seized 186  149  152  143  152  96  46  43 

Marijuana  (thousand  lbs) 1.952  1,840  1,302  644  312  53  31  51 

Cocaine  (thousand  lbs) 6  7  13  15  16  30  33  17 

Hashish  (thousand  lbs) 0  2  0  0  0  13  142  0 

Hashish  oil  (gal) 0  35  13  52  69  0  0  0 

Arrests 733  645  568  372  278  182  106  131 


DEFENSE  READINESS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  information  on  defense  readiness  re- 
sources (dollars,  missions  and  hours)  shown  on  page  603  of  last 
year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Defense  readiness  data  is  generated  through  the  "program  budget"  process.  The 
program  budget  is  a  method  of  accounting  for  individual  program  costs  incurred  by 
our  multimission  facilities,  and  of  fully  allocating  overhead  costs  to  these  operating 
programs.  The  defense  readiness  budget  is  as  follows: 
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[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 


1992 

1993 

1994 

124,4 

128.0 

125.3 

5.9 

8.1 

9.1 

1.8 

1.0 

1.0 

Operating  expenses 

AC&I 

RDT&G 

Total 132.1 


137.1       135.4 


Workload  data  for  FY92  is  as  follows: 

Missions 

Hours 

Cutter 

641 

10,196 

Aircraft 

614 

1,012 

Stiore  stations 

5,951 

16,995 

ATTRITION  RATES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  information  on  attrition  rates  for 
aviation  and  non-aviation  personnel  shown  on  page  604  of  last 
year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Final  Fiscal  Year  1992  statistics  show  a  slightly  lower  rate  of  attrition  for  avia- 
tion officer  personnel  when  compared  to  non-aviator  officer  personnel.  Projections 
for  Fiscal  Year  1993  predict  a  continued  lower  aviator  attrition  rate  of  .7  times  the 
non-aviator  rate. 


Aviator  (percent) 


Non-aviator 
(percent) 


(k)mparison 

factor;  Aviator/ 

Non-aviator 


Fiscal  Year: 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

NOTE— Fiscal  year  1993  figures  are  based  on  l^arcti  1993  projections. 


6.3 

3.8 

1.7 

7.6 

2.4 

3.2 

6.2 

2.7 

2.3 

4.1 

2.4 

1.7 

3.1 

2.5 

1.2 

3.3 

3.3 

1.0 

4.0 

4.6 

.9 

4.1 

5.7 

.7 

RECRUITING  BUDGET 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  fiscal  year  1993 
and  1994  recruiting  budgets,  similar  in  format  to  the  information 
shown  on  page  605  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  actual  recruiting  budget  for  fiscal  year  1993  is  $7,172,235.  This  budget  in- 
cludes funds  for  Regional  Recruiting  Commands  and  Headquarters.  The  following 
budgets  outline  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  plans  (not  including  personnel  or  central 
overhead  costs): 
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BREAKDOWN  OF  RECRUITING  BUDGETS 


Costs 


Rscal  year 


1993 


1994 


Operating  Expenses: 

Maintenance  Contracts,  teleptione,  vehicles,  travel $2,577,493  $2,647,085 

Utilities 80,494  82,700 

Facility  Leases 1,188,947  1.221.050 

Advertising: 

Minority,  women's,  awareness  advertising,  recruiter  support* 2.302,301  2,346,050 

Public  Service  Announcement: 

Production/Distribution 275,000  300,000 

Joint  Advertising  Participation 129.000  150.000 

Lead  Fulfillment  Services 139.000  139,000 

JROTC 100,000  100,000 

Academy  Information  Program  (AlP) 50.000  50,000 

MORE  Program  Support 230.000  230,000 

Pre-Commissioning  Program  for  Enlisted  Personnel  (PPEP) 100.000  100,000 

Total 7,172.235  7,365,885 

*  Our  advertising  efforts  tiave  too  much  cross-over  between  marl(ets  to  accurately  designate  spending  as  being  geared  to  the  women's  and  minority 
maiMs  as  was  In  the  past.  Therefore,  the  Information  provided  above  on  awareness  advertising,  minonty  and  women's  advertising,  and  recruiter 
support  (local)  advertising  costs  have  been  combined  Into  a  single  total  figure.  All  advertising  is  design«l  to  help  us  achieve  our  diversity  goals. 

HEALTH  CARE  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  total  health  care  costs  as 
shown  on  page  618  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data 
for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  are  our  most  recent  projections  of  health  care  costs  for  active  duty 
personnel  and  their  dependents  for  fiscal  years  1992,  1993,  and  1994  in  millions. 
These  figures  do  not  include  retired  pay  health  care  costs.  FY92  costs  are  still  "pro- 
jected" since  all  the  bills  for  care  provided  to  active  duty  personnel  and  their  de- 
pendents during  FY92  have  not  been  received. 


[Dollars  in  millions] 


Fiscal  year  1992 
projected 


Rscal  year  1993 
projected 


Fiscal  year  1994 
projected 


Total.. 


$100.4 


$116.0 


$127.2 


ACADEMY  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  annual  operating  costs  for 
the  Coast  Guard  Academy  as  shown  on  page  622  of  last  year's  hear- 
ing record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

ANNUAL  OPERATING  COSTS  FOR  THE  CG  ACADEMY 


Fiscal  year 


Direct  annual 
mission  cost 


Total  annual 
operating  cost 


1992. 
1993. 


$42,448,985 
./   43,643,000 


$49,789,218 
51,231,000 
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ANNUAL  OPERATING  COSTS  FOR  THE  CG  ACADEMY-Continued 


Fiscal  year 


Direct  annual 
mission  cost 


Total  annual 
operating  cost 


1994. 


44,821,1 


52,614,0 


Note:  "Total  Annual  Operatng  Costs"  represent  the  total  appropriated  cost  to  operate  ttie  Academy  and  all  of  its  collateral  missions  (e.g.  vessel 
home  port,  personnel  reporting  unit,  procurement  function,  cimic,  CG  Band,  etc.).  The  "Direct  Annual  Mission  Cost"  is  that  portion  of  the  total  that 
is  directly  allocated  to  supporting  the  education  and  training  mission.  It  is  computed  according  to  a  formula  prescribed  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office  and   is  figured   in   a   relatively  consistent   manner   among   service  academies.   FY94   figures  assume   an   inflation   factor  of   2.7%. 

WOMEN  AND  MINORITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  page  623  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  showing  the  percentages  of  women  and  minorities 
in  the  Coast  Guard  compared  to  other  military  services. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Women  and  Minorities  in  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  as  of  September  30,  1992: 


[In  percent] 


Officer 


W/0 


Enlisted 


Women  by  service: 

Coast  Guard 6.7 

Army 13.8 

Navy 12.3 

Air  Force 14.1 

Marine  Corps 3.2 

Minorities  by  service: 

Coast  Guard 7.5 

Army 16.0 

Navy 9.6 

Air  Force 9.8 

Marine  Corps 9.4 

Minorities  include  Blacks,  Hispanics,  Asian/Pacific  Islanders,  and  Native  Americans. 


1.4 

8.6 

3.8 

12.0 

5.0 

8.9 

N/A 

14.8 

5.6 

4.7 

6.9 

16.6 

15.0 

38.7 

15.3 

30.2 

N/A 

23.3 

16.1 

29.2 

civilian/military  workforce 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  tables  on  Civilian /Military  Ratio 
and  Average  Civilian /Military  Attrition  Rates  shown  on  page  624 
of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  ratio  of  civilian  full  time  permanent  positions  (FTP)  to  total 
military  FTP  for  fiscal  years  1989  to  1992  is  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year:  Civilian  to  military 

ratio 

1989 1:6.8 

1990 1:6.7 

1991 1:6.5 

1992 1:6.1 
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Note:  The  information  provided  in  previous  year's  hearing  records 
was  based  on  civilian  and  military  end  of  year  strengths.  To  rule  out 
year  to  year  fluctuations  and  for  consistency,  the  above  ratio  infor- 
mation is  based  on  appropriated  FTP.  Although  the  absolute  value  of 
the  ratios  vary  slightly  from  those  previously  provided,  the  trend 
remains  consistent. 

The  average  attrition  rates  for  both  permanent  civilian  employees 
and  military  personnel  are  listed  below: 

[In  percent] 
Fiscal  year  Civilian  Military 

1989 13.9  11.71 

1990 13.0  12.39 

1991 9.9  12.62 

1992 8.9  11.39 


ROTATION  OF  MILITARY  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  military  personnel  rotations 
to  new  assignments  as  shown  on  page  624  of  last  year's  hearing 
record.  Amend  the  data  to  include  information  for  fiscal  years  1989 
through  1994.  And  add  a  column  showing  the  average  cost  of  a  ro- 
tation for  each  of  those  years. 

[The  informatin  follows:] 

The  updated  table  of  information  on  military  personnel  rotations  is  as  follows: 

Rotated  or 
Fiscal  year  P™*^^^  '"       Average  cost 

(percent) 


1989 

36.3 

$2,752 

1990 

37.8 

3,040 

1991 

41.4 

3,096 

1992 

31.5 

3,567 

1993  Estimated 

32.0 

3,741 

1994  Estimated 

32.0 

3,842 

The  average  cost  of  rotations  for  FY  1994  was  estimated  by  applying  an  inflation 
factor  of  2.7  percent  to  FY  1993's  average  costs. 

LORAN  STATIONS  CLOSURES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  estimated  savings 
from  closure  of  the  Coast  Guard's  LORAN  stations  by  fiscal  year. 
Please  explain  any  difference  in  total  savings  from  the  estimates 
made  last  year  and  shown  on  page  631  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard's  current  estimate  of  OBM  savings  relating  to  the  closure  or 
turnover  of  the  remaining  overseas  LORAN-C  operations  will  be  about  $20  million 
dollars.  The  breakdown  of  estimated  savings  by  fiscal  year  is  as  follows: 
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[In  millions  of  dollars] 


$4 

$0 

0 

8 

0 

8 

r-,„,i  „.„  Northwest  Pacific     Activities  Europe 

^'^'  '^'  (NWPAC)  (ACTEUR) 

1994 

1995 

1996 

Total 4  16.0 


Additional  savings  associated  with  personnel  reductions  at  the  NWPAC  and 
ACTEUR  stations  are  expected  to  be  approximately  $10  million  dollars  for  the  bil- 
lets at  NWPAC  and  ACTEUR  Loran-C  stations. 

There  will  also  likely  be  some  one  time  AC&I  costs  incurred  with  closing  or  turn- 
ing over  these  stations  to  the  host  nations.  Closing  a  station  will  cost  more  than 
turning  it  over  to  host  nation  operation  since  in  some  cases,  this  could  include  sta- 
tion site  restoration  costs.  If  a  host  nation  does  not  want  a  station,  that  station  will 
be  closed  in  accordance  with  the  bilateral  agreement  in  effect.  For  the  closure/ 
transfer  of  the  NWPAC  LORAN-C  Chain,  we  have  requested  AC&I  funds  in  the 
amount  of  $1.5  million  dollars.  Four  of  these  stations  will  be  turned  over  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Japan  for  their  continued  use.  The  fifth  station,  LORAN  Station  Barri- 
gada,  Guam  will  be  closed. 

With  the  possible  exception  of  Loran  Station  Kargaburun,  Turkey,  LORAN-C 
operations  in  Europe  will  not  likely  occur  until  after  31  December  1994.  Dates  for 
these  closures  or  turnovers  will  be  firmed  up  as  negotiations  with  host  nation  repre- 
sentatives proceed. 

LORAN  STATION  KARGABURUN,  TURKEY 

Mr.  Carr.  The  antenna  tower  at  LORAN  Station  Kargaburun, 
Turkey,  collapsed  on  February  25,  1993,  during  a  snowstorm.  This 
station  was  to  be  closed  in  January  1995.  Does  the  Coast  Guard 
plan  to  spend  any  money  repairing  this  site,  or  will  you  just  close  it 
early? 

Because  of  this  incident,  is  the  station  now  closed,  and  if  so,  what 
are  the  estimated  savings  for  your  fiscal  year  1993  operating 
budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  working  with  DOS  and  DOD  to  notify  the  Government  of 
Turkey  that  we  will  not  replace  the  tower  and  that  we  are  looking  to  accelerate 
closure  or  turnover  of  the  station.  USCG  operates  LORAN-C  overseas  for  the  DOD. 
Without  DOD  need,  our  authority  to  operate  these  stations  overseas  ends.  Following 
the  collapse  of  the  tower,  the  USCG  received  confirmation  from  DOD  that  they  had 
no  continuing  need  for  operation  of  this  station. 

The  station  will  be  closed  or  turned  over  to  Turkey  in  accordance  with  the  exist- 
ing international  bilateral  agreement.  The  timeframe  is  uncertain.  The  earliest  pos- 
sible closure  would  be  late  FY93.  In  this  case,  FY93  budget  savings  (in  personnel 
and  operations  and  maintenance  costs)  would  be  approximately  $167,000  per  month. 
We  will  keep  the  Committee  informed  of  the  status  of  this  station. 

OVERSEAS  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  overseas  personnel  by  coun- 
try shown  on  pages  632-634  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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COUNTRY 
Antigua 

Australia 
Bahamas 


PAY  GRADES 
03,  2-POls 

03 

04 

05,  03,  3-02s, 

2-Ols,  CPO,  POl, 

3-P02S 


FUNCTION 

Security 

Assistance, 

Training 

RAN  Liaison 

Embassy  Liaison 
Drug  Interdiction 


Bahrain 


06,  04,  03, 
2-02s,  POl 


Bolivia 

04 

Canada 

2-03s 

Colombia 

05 

Costa  Rica 

03 

Cuba 

05,  2-03S,  CW02 

MCPO,  SCPO, 

2-POls,  SN 

Germany 

05,  04 

Haiti 

05 

Iceland 

03,  CW02 

Italy 

2-03s,  2-CW02S, 

3-CPOs,  7-POls 

9-P02S,  10-P03S 

2-SN 

04 

Jamaica 

04 

Multi -National 
Maritime 
Interception 
Operation  (MMIO) 
Support  Staff 

Defense  Attache 

Flight  Liaison 

Defense  Attache 

Security  Assistance 

Navy  Fleet 
Training  Group 

CINCEUR  Staff 
Embassy  Liaison 
LORAN 
LORAN 


MMIO  Support  Staff 
Security  Assistance 
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Japan 

06,  05,  2-CW04S, 
2-CW03S,  4-CW02S, 
13-CPOs,  18-POls, 
13-P02S,  9-P03S, 
21-SN,  6-FN 

Mexico 

04 

Panama 

06 

06 

05, 

05 

03 

Scotland 

03 

Singapore 

04, 

03 

Spain 

02, 

CW02,  2-CPOs 

LORAN  Support 


Sweden 


Turkey 


4-POls,  3-P02S 
3-P03S,  1-SN 

03 


02,  CW02,  2-CPOs 
3-POls,  3-P02s, 
3-P03S,  2-FN 


United  Kingdom   05,  04,  03,  CWO 

06,  3-05S,  2-04s, 
3-03S,  3-CW03S, 
2-CW02S,  SCPO, 
1-CPO,  5-POls, 
5-P02S,  P03 
2-03s 


Defense  Attache 

Panama  Canal 
Commission 
Security  Liaison 
CINCSOUTH  staff 
Embassy  Liaison 


Flight  Exchange 
Marine  Inspections 
LORAN 


World  Maritime 
University 

LORAN 


Marine  Inspection 
Activities  Europe 


Royal  Navy/Air 
Force  Flight 
Exchange 


Venezuela 


04 


Defense  Attache 
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As  of  April  30,  1993,  there  were  16  personnel  assigned  to  Law 
Enforcements  Detachments  ( LEDETS )  embarked  in  USN  ships  in 
support  of  the  United  Nations  (U,N. )  embargo  of  Iraq;  one  liaison 
officer  attached  to  the  NATO  flag  ship,  a  5  person  LEDET  deployed 
on  a  USN  ship  in  the  Mediterranean,  and  two  teams  of  4  persons 
each  conducting  training  in  Romania  and  Bulgaria  in  support  of 
the  U.N.  embargo  of  Serbia/Montenegro;  and  a  4  person 
international  maritime  law  enforcement  team  assigned  in  support 
of  Bolivian  riverine  operations  and  training.   Also,  on  average, 
there  is  one  4  person  Mobile  Training  Team  deployed  outside  of 
the  U.S.  at  any  one  time. 

The  pay  grade  abbreviations  in  the  above  table  are: 

06  -  Captain 

05  -  Commander 

04  -  Lieutenant  Commander 

03  -  Lieutenant 

02  -  Lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

01  -  Ensign 

CWO  (2,  3,  or  4)  -  Chief  Warrant  Officer  (pay  grade  2,  3  or  4) 

SCPO  -  Senior  Chief  Petty  Officer 

CPO   -  Chief  Petty  Officer 

POl   -  First  Class  Petty  Officer 

P02   -  Second  Class  Petty  Officer 

P03   -  Third  Class  Petty  Officer 

SN  -   Seaman 

FN   -   Fireman 
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NAVAL  ACADEMY  PREPARATORY  SCHOOL 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  fact  paper  describing  the  Coast 
Guard's  utilization  of  the  Naval  Academy  Preparatory  School,  in- 
cluding the  number  of  Coast  Guard  students  and  the  cost  per  stu- 
dent. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Naval  Academy  Preparatory  School  (NAPS)  is  an  intensive  ten  month  pro- 
gram that  is  designed  to  give  its  students  the  academic,  military,  and  athletic  train- 
ing that  will  enable  them  to  successfully  complete  the  four-year  curriculum  at  the 
Naval,  Coast  Guard  or  Merchant  Marine  Academy.  The  Coast  Guard  Academy  uses 
NAPS  primarily  to  expand  its  minority  applicant  pool.  NAPS  also  gives  the  Coast 
Guard  a  method  to  open  up  the  Academy  to  promising  junior  enlisted  members  who 
mav  not  currently  have  all  of  the  skills  needed  to  successfully  complete  the  Acade- 
my s  rigorous  curriculum. 

The  Coast  Guard  sends  approximately  36  students  per  year  to  NAPS.  30  of  the  36 
students  enrolled  in  the  next  NAPS  class  beginning  in  August  1993  are  minority 
members  and  9  of  the  36  are  women.  The  average  cost  per  student  to  the  Coast 
Guard  is  $20,441;  this  figure  is  inclusive  of  the  salary  costs  associated  with  both  the 
students  and  the  three  Coast  Guard  instructors  on  the  staff  at  NAPS. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  provide  financial  support  for 
any  other  secondary  school  or  preparatory  school  programs  around 
the  country? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  Coast  Guard  provides  financial  support  for  one  high  school  through  a 
pilot  Junior  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps  (JROTC)  outreach  program;  this  pro- 
gram is  authorized  under  Title  14,  United  States  Code,  Section  92.  Our  JROTC  pro- 
gram is  located  at  the  Maritime  and  Science  Technology  (MAST)  High  School,  a 
magnet  school,  in  Dade  County,  Florida.  This  JROTC  program,  which  began  when 
the  school  opened  in  the  fall  of  1991,  includes  210  students  in  the  9th-llth  grades. 
The  Coast  Guard  spends  $100K  annually  on  the  JROTC  program.  Local  Coast  Guard 
personnel  also  volunteer  to  assist  the  school.  The  mission  of  JROTC  is  to  motivate 
young  people  to  be  better  Americans.  The  objectives  of  JROTC  are  to:  Promote  and 
encourage  citizenship;  strengthen  self-esteem;  develop  leadership  potential;  provide 
an  alternative  to  gangs;  improve  physical  fitness;  promote  high  school  completion; 
and  provide  an  incentive  to  abstain  from  using  drugs. 

The  JROTC  program  at  the  MAST  High  School  is  named  after  the  late  Congress- 
man Claude  Pepper. 

MITE,  MORE,  PPEP  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  explain  what  the  "MITE",  "MORE",  and 
"PPEP,"  programs  are  and  state  their  annual  costs  to  the  Coast 
Guard. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Minority  Introduction  to  Engineering  (MITE)  program  was  developed  by  the 
Accreditation  Board  for  Engineering  and  Technology  (ABET)  to  encourage  minority 
students  to  pursue  engineering  in  college.  The  Coast  Guard  Academy's  MITE  pro- 
gram also  introduces  60-70  high  school  students  to  cadet  life  and  career  opportuni- 
ties in  the  Coast  Guard;  the  program  is  conducted  in  July  and  runs  for  one  week. 
Mornings  are  spent  in  classrooms  and  laboratories  learning  about  various  fields  of 
engineering.  Afternoons  are  for  military  training,  field  trips  to  local  Coast  Guard 
units,  sports,  and  discussions  with  cadets,  officers,  and  various  coEist  Guard  engi- 
neering personnel.  The  annual  cost  of  MITE  is  $21K.  MITE  is  free  for  the  students. 

The  Minority  Officer  Recruiting  Effort  (MORE)  program  is  a  scholarship  program 
designed  to  increase  the  number  of  minority  officers  in  the  Coast  Guard.  The  MORE 
program  offers  a  two-year  scholarship  to  minority  students  who  are  attending  His- 
torically Black  Colleges  and  Universities  (HBCU's),  Hispanic  Association  of  Colleges 
and  Universities  (HACU)  institutions,  and  other  schools  with  significant  minority 
student  populations.  The  Coast  Guard  pays  full  tuition  and  students  receive  full  pay 
and  allowances  for  their  paygrade  (E-2  or  E-3).  After  graduating  from  college,  the 
participants  attend  Coast  Guard  Officer  Candidate  School  (OCS).  Upon  completion 
of  OCS,  the  participants  receive  commissions  as  ensigns  in  the  Coast  Guard  Reserve 
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and  will  serve  on  active  duty  for  three  years.  The  MORE  program  has  up  to  40  stu- 
dents enrolled.  The  annual  direct  cost  of  the  MORE  program  is  $230K  for  tuition 
books,  and  training.  The  students'  enlisted  salary  is  included  in  our  normal  person- 
nel costs. 

The  Pre-commissioning  Program  for  Enlisted  Personnel  (PPEP)  is  an  upward  mo- 
bility program  enabling  enlisted  personnel  to  attend  college  for  up  to  two  years  to 
receive  a  bachelor  degree,  then  attend  OCS,  and  receive  a  commission  as  an  ensign 
upon  graduation.  The  Coast  Guard  pays  full  tuition  and  students  receive  full  pay 
and  allowances  for  their  paygrade.  PPEP  has  up  to  10  students  enrolled.  The  annual 
direct  cost  of  PPEP  is  $100K  for  tuition,  books  and  training.  The  students'  enlisted 
salary  is  included  in  our  personnel  costs. 

HH-65  CRASH  INTO  SAVANNAH  RIVER 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  status  report  on  the  investigation 
into  the  crash  of  a  Coast  Guard  HH-65  in  the  Savannah  River  on 
March  25,  1992.  In  particular,  discuss  any  design  or  equipment  fail- 
ures which  might  have  contributed  to  this  crash. 

Was  this  aircraft  salvaged,  and  will  it  be  returned  to  operational 
service? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  Mishap  Analysis  Board  found  no  aircraft  design  or  equipment 
failures  which  contributed  to  the  crash  of  CGNR  6536  into  the  Savannah  River  on 
March  25,  1992.  The  primary  causes  of  the  mishap  were  pilot  disorientation  and 
lack  of  cockpit  crew  coordination.  The  three  aircrew  were  able  to  successfully  egress 
the  aircraft  after  water  impact  with  only  minor  injuries.  The  aircraft  was  success- 
fully salvaged  from  twenty  feet  of  water  on  March  26,  1992.  The  aircraft  sustained 
significant  structural  and  dynamic  component  damage.  The  current  cost  estimate  to 
repair  CGNR  6536  is  $1.3M.  Many  of  the  structural  components  needed  to  repair 
this  aircraft  have  lead  times  approaching  two  years.  The  final  decision  to  repair  and 
return  CGNR  6536  to  operational  service  has  not  been  made. 

VESSEL  MODIFICATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  all  vessel  modification  work 
funded  in  the  operating  expenses  appropriation  for  fiscal  years 
1993  and  1994,  similar  in  format  to  the  data  shown  on  pages  701- 
702  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  following  vessel  modifications  are  planned  for 
FY93  or  are  being  considered  for  Fy94  funding  from  the  OE 
appropriations.   FY94  represents  a  partial  list  citing  only  those 
projects  which  are  part  of  a  multi-year  plan  such  as  a  Ship 
Alteration  (ShipAlt).   FY94  projects  are  not  finalized  until  the 
budget  has  been  approved. 


Project 


FY93 


FY94 


High/Medium  Endurance  Cutters 

210  WMEC  Salt  Water  Sterntube  Conversion  x 

210  WMEC  Watertight  Integrity  ShipAlt  x       x 

210  WMEC  B  Class  MDE  Overhaul  x       x 

210  WMEC  B  Hub  Seal  Ring  Renewal  x 

213  WMEC  Nav  Light  Modifications  x 

213  WMEC  Upgrade  Paint  Locker  Vent  x 

CGC  ACTIVE  Post  MMA  Change  Orders  x 

CGC  ACTIVE  Shaft  Alignment  x 

CGC  ACTIVE  Flightdeck  Upgrades  x 

CGC  STORIS  Sterntube  conversion  x 

CGC  ACUSHNET  Emergency  Generator  Installation    x 

CGC  ESCAPE  Muffler  Stack  Installation  x 

CGC  ESCAPE  Cargo  Hatch  Renewal  x 

270  WMEC  Commissary  Hoist  x       x 

270  WMEC  Rudder  Stock  Mechanical  Seal  x 

270  WMEC  Refrigeration  System  x       x 

270  WMEC  Automatic  Bus  Transfer  Installation  x       x 

270  WMEC  After  Steering  Vent  x       x 

270  WMEC  MPCMS  Power  Redundancy  x 

270  WMEC  SSDG  Jacket  Water  Pump  Renewal  x 

270  WMEC  Bridge  Wing  Control  Station  x       x 

270  WMEC  Articulating  Crane  Replacement  x       x 

378  WHEC  Clutch  Support  x 

378  WHEC  Modifications  to  existing  OWS  x       x 

378  WHEC  19"  Searchlight  Replacement  x 

378  WHEC  Stateroom  Modification  x 

378  WHEC  GT  Quill  Shaft  Bearing  Modification  x 

378  WHEC  ASW  Motor  Operating  Valve  x 

Icebreakers 

399  WAGB  Flight  Deck  Modifications  x 
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ATON  Cutters 

65  WLI  Bulkhead  4  Installation 

65  WYTL  A  Class  Reengining 

65  WYTL  A/C  Upgrades 

65  WYTL  Gen  Set  Upgrade 

100  WLIC  Ship's  Boom  Upgrade 

157  WLM  Fuel  Oil  Tank  Conversion 

160  WLIC  Winch  Replacement 

180  WLB  ShipAlts/Repair  Project 

180  WLB  Fire  Pump  Upgrade 

180  WLB  Thrust  Bearing  Upgrade 

180  WLB  Steering  System  Upgrade 

180  WLB  Laundry  WT  Closure  Installation 

180  WLB  Hydraulic  Piping  Renewal 

140  WTGB  Electric  Power  Feed 

D9  Barge  Notch  Fender  Installation 

D9  Barge  Fire  Alarm  System  ShipAlt 

D9  Barge  After  Seachest  Installation 

D9  Barge  WIFCOM  ShipAlts 

Nav  Light  Upgrades  for  ATON  Cutters 

Patrol  Boats 

82  WPB  Reengining 

82  WPB  Nav  Light  ShipAlt 

82  WPB  Gen  Set  Replacement 

110  WPB  Bottom  Stiffening 

110  WPB  Ventilation 

110  WPB  Mast  Standoffs 

110  WPB  Slow  Speed  Drive 

110  WPB  Brominators 

110  WPB  Noise  Abatement 

110  WPB  Mess  Deck  Modifications 

General 

MK6  Liferaft  Installations 

Red  Devil  Blower  Hose  Conversion 

DBA  Voice  Projection  Unit  Modifications 

400  Hz  Power  Line  Conditioner 

Replace  FT4A  Vibration  Monitor 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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AIRCRAFT  MODIFICATION  WORK 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  similar  listing  of  all  aircraft  modifica- 
tion work,  similar  in  format  to  the  data  shown  on  pages  703-704  of 
last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Coast  Guard  Aircraft  modifications  are  accomplished 
under  the  Time  Compliance  Technical  Order  (TCTO)  system.   Review 
of  aircraft  systems  and  components  is  a  continual  process.   No 
modifications  are  made  without  authorization  from  Headquarters 
through  the  Aircraft  Configuration  Control  Board  (ACCB). 
Adherence  to  the  TCTO  process  maintains  central  configuration 
management  which  is  necessary  for  both  economic  and  safety  of 
flight  reasons.   When  the  need  for  major  aircraft  modifications 
are  identified,  support  is  requested  under  AC&I  appropriations. 
Minor  modifications  are  accomplished  with  OE  appropriated  funds. 
The  following  TCTO's  are  planned  for  FY93  or  are  being  considered 
for  FY94  for  funding  with  OE  appropriated  Aircraft  Maintenance 
Funds . 

PROJECT FY93 FY94 

HH-3F  HELICOPTER 

HUD  X 

MGB  FILTER  BOWL  X 

MGB  CROSSOVER  VALVE  X 

HH-65  HELICOPTER 

HH-65A  SALVAGE  BUOY  KIT  X 

VHF/FM  DOUBLER  INSTALLATION  X 

LINE  CONTACTOR  ANCHOR  NUTS  X 

DC  GENERATOR  X 

ADEL  CLAMP  PILOT  ICS  CORD  X 

CARGO  SLING  POWER  CONNECTOR  X 

HOIST  BOOM  ACTUATOR  BOLTS  X 

SHOULDER  HARNESS  CONTROLLER  RELOCATION  X 

MOD  TO  AVIONICS  PANEL  MODE  2  X 

CHIP  DETECTOR  TEST  CIRCUIT  X 

SECONDARY  FILTER  SNAP  MOD  X 

RADAR  ANTENNA  SUPPORT  MOD  X 

IFF  MODE  4  X 

FENESTRON  IDENTIFICATION  X 

ENGINE  SUPPORT  CRACKS  X 

ENGINE  VIBRATION  TCTO  (BAD  PT  ROTORS)  X 

SLIDING  DOOR  RETENTION  X 

EMERG  EXIT  LIGHT  BATTERY  PACK  X 

ACCESS  PANEL  105D  ( PDM  ONLY)  X 

SEALING  OF  HULL  PANELS  X 

REPLACEMENT  OF  FUEL  DUMP  VALVE  (FAIL  SAFE)  X 
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REPLACEMENT  OF  HYD  SYS  FILTER 

REPLACEMENT  OF  ENG  OIL  TANK 

R-134A  FREON  SYS 

RADAR  COOLING  MOD 

MARKER  BEACON  ANTENNA  DRAIN  INSTALLATION 

TAIL  ROTOR  BLADE  FOD  RESISTANT  PAINT 

WINDSHIELD  WIPER  MOD 

CARGO  HOOK  CANNON  PLUG  RELOCATION 

ANTICIPATOR  LOW  STOP  SCREW  REPLACEMENT 

HI-VIS  MRB'S 

CREW  REMOTE  ICS  TRANSMIT  SWITCH 

X-BAND  MOD 

RADAR  OVERHEAT  MOD 

INSTALL  KY-99  RADIO 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


HU-25  AIRCRAFT 

EMERGENCY  EQUIP  CONFIG 

#2  HYD  RESERVOIR  DRAIN 

STANDBY  PUMP  TEFLON  HOSE 

WINDSHIELD  HEAT  WIRING  CK 

STORMSCOPE  INSTALLATION 

APU  SHROUD  MODIFICATION 

INSTALLATION  OF  EMERGENCY  OXYGEN  BOTTLE  ICS  CORD 

BLANKING  PLATE  FOR  FUEL  DIPSTICK  PANEL 

INSTALLATION  OF  R-NAV  CDU  PROTECTIVE  COVER 

PULSELITE  INSTALLATION 

ENG  MOUNT  LEADING  EDGE  PROTECTION 

HU-25  COOLING  MOD. 

VHF  ANTENNA  DRAIN  MAST 

AUDIO  CONTROL  UNIT 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


HC-130  AIRCRAFT 

ICS  CONTACT  CONT  1700S 

MOD  CLASSIFIED  MAT  SAFE 

INSTALL  POUCH  ASSY 

INSTALL  CHEMICAL  TOILET 

INSTALLATION  CABLE  LOCK 

INST  RETRIEVE  LIMITER 

FAB  INST  CABLE  CLIPS 

INSTALL  CONTROL  SWITCHES 

INSTALL  AUXTANK  VENT  VALVE 

MOD  HINGE  PIN  AUX  VENT 

RM  CENTER  WIPER  SYSTEM 

INSTALL/LUBE  FITTING  MLG  FIT 

RELOCATION/MLG  IND  GROUND 

INSTALL  SECURE  VOICE 

SECURE  VOICE  ON  1500S 

LEFT  HAND  ANCHOR  ARM  CONT 

MLG  SAFETY  TIE  STRG  CNTNR 

INSTALL  EROS  OXYGEN  MASKS 

T56  FUZZ  SUPPRESSION  CHIP  DETECTORS 

INSTALL  IMPROVED  OIL  FILTRATION  SYSTEM 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 


1080 


HH-60  HELICOPTER 

ANDVT  X 

HF  SHUNT  X 

MGB  INPUT  FLANGE  X 

ACCESS  FAIRING  T/R  PYLON  CANNON  PLUG  X 

ICS  SPLITTER  BOX  X 

SKIS  FOR  SNOW  OPERATIONS  X 

HF  ANTENNA  MODS  X 

SECURE  VOICE  X 

DATA  ACQUISITION  FOR  FLIR  X 

LOW  RADIO  AND  INTERPHONE  VOLUME  X 

HF  COUPLER  RACK  X 
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vessel/ AIRCRAFT  MODIFICATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Provide  a  listing  of  vessel  and  aircraft  modification 
work  under  operating  expenses  for  fiscal  year  1992  showing  costs 
incurred  per  item. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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during  FY92. 


The  following  vessel  modifications  were  executed 


Project 


( $000 ) 


High/Medium  Endurance  Cutters 

210  WMEC  WT  Integrity  ShipAlt  90 

270  WMEC  ASW  Upgrade  60 

270  WMEC  ABT  Installation  180 

270  WMEC  Refrigeration  Systems  80 

270  WMEC  Commissary  Hoist  45 

270  WMEC  After  Steering  Vent  100 

270  WMEC  Rudder  Stock  Mechanical  Seal  530 

Patrol  Boats 

82  WPB  Re-engining  2,434 

82  WPB  Nav  Light  ShipAlt  'l44 

110  WPB  Bottom  Stiffening  348 

110  WPB  Brominators  350 

110  WPB  Ventilation  12 

110  WPB  Mast  Standoffs  104 

ATON  Cutters 

65  WLIC  Gyrocompass  56 

65  WLI  Bulkhead  4  Installation  15 

Upgrade  Buoy  Barge  Scioto  Engines  80 

140  WTGB  Blower  Bypass  Drain  140 

140  WTGB  Nav  Light  Upgrades  102 

140  WTGB  Bitts,  Chocks  &  Davits  80 

140  WTGB  Firefighting  ShipAlt  1,500 

140  WTGB  Liferaft  Relocation  'l26 

180  WLB  ShipAlts/Repair  Project  1,500 

180  WLB  Motor/Generator  Brushes  104 

180  WLB  Thrust  Bearing  Upgrade  300 

180  WLB  Hydraulic  Piping  Renewal  75 

180  WLB  Renew  FO  Pumps  80 

180  WLB  Renew  Fresh  H20  System  27 

Nav  Light  Upgrades  for  ATON  Cutters  524 

Icebreakers 

290  WAGB  Blower  Bypass  75 

399  WAGB  Helo  Hanger  Tie  Downs  85 

399  WAGB  Polar  Science  Upgrades  -  Winch  Mods  53 

399  WAGB  Polar  Sea  Control  Cable  260 

399  WAGB  Wind/Speed  Indicators  20 


General 

Install  Ammo  Boxes 

Counter  Measure  Wash  Down  Pipe 

SSDG  24VDC  Shut  Down  Systems 

Replacement  of  Monitors  on  existing  OWS 


247 
80 
55 
85 


Total   10,146 
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The  following  aircraft  modifications  were  executed  during 
FY92. 

Pro-ject (  $000 ) 

HH-3F  HELICOPTER 

FLIR  VIDEO  MONITOR  6 

MRH  SPINDLE  ROOT  RADIUS  5 

MGB  TAIL/TAKEOFF  LINER  1 

SECURE  VOICE  13 

KY-75  SECURE  VOICE  CONTROL  W/  ANDVT                     635 

HH-65  HELICOPTER 

MOD  CLASSIFIED  MAT.  SAFE  2 

ROTOR  BRAKE  PIN  SEALANT  2 

TR  GEARBOX  SUPPORT  TUBE  9 

CHANGE  OIL  IN  HOIST  2 

MOD  TO  AVIONICS  PANEL  12 

FUEL  FEED  HI-LVL  SWITCH  11 

MRB  STATIC  DISCHARG  REMOVAL  65 

MOD  GCU  UNIT  5 

SEAL  PRI  SERVO  CHKT  CAR  32 

HU-25  AIRCRAFT 

AC  POWER  WIRE  CHAFING  1 

PRES,  REDUCER  PREFILTER  5 

SECONDARY  BLEED  AIR  DRAIN  4 

NLG  CHAIN/CRUSH  IND  RMVL  2 

RH  ECU  INSTALLED  PIP  PINS  2 

AVIONICS  COOLING  MOD.  20 

SLAR  EQUIPMENT  REMOVAL  1 

DRAG  CHUTE  RETAINER  MOD  4 

START  SWITCH  GUARD  1 

OXYGEN  MASK  TANG  MOD  2 

MOD.  TAIL  PLANE  COVER  7 

AFT  FAN  DUCT  DRAINS  2 

VERT  STAB  ATTACH  BOLTS  21 

REAR  COMPARTMENT  DRAINS  6 

INBOARD  SLAT  FOAM  REMOVAL  3 

HC-130  AIRCRAFT 

ARN-123  DUAL  INSTALLATION  41 

BLEED  AIR  PRES  GAGE  RELOCATION  2 

HH-60J  HELICOPTER 

INST  &  MODIFY  CLASSIFIED  SAFE  61 

NON  GLARE  PAINT  7 

MARKING  HOIST  CABLE  (PAINT)  5 

HOIST  WINDOW  (FAIRING)  28 

NIGHT  SUN  MOUNT  17 

BLOCKINGT  DIODES  7 

CABIN  SKIRT  71 

REPLACEMENT  OF  MGB  FLANGE  ( FY93 )               Total    1120 
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RESERVE  TRAINING  FACILITY  O&M 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  fiscal  year  1994 
request  for  operations  and  maintenance  of  your  training  facilities, 
similar  in  format  to  that  shown  on  page  799  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Operation  and  Maintenance  of  Coast  Guard  Reserve  Training  Facilities 

[In  thousands  of  dollars]  Amount 

Annual  training  and  initial  active  duty  training  sites: 

Reserve  Training  Center,  Yorktown $6,070 

Training  Center,  Petaluma 578 

Training  Center,  Cape  May 1,157 

Inactive  Duty  Training  Sites 1,391 

Course  preparation  and  evaluation  site: 

Coast  Guard  Institute 145 

Supply  Center  Brooklyn 31 

Total '. 9,372 

YORKTOWN,  VA  TRAINING  CENTER 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  is  included  in  your  fiscal  year  1994  request 
for  operating  support  of  the  Reserve  Training  Center  in  Yorktown, 
Virginia,  and  how  does  that  compare  to  fiscal  year  1993? 

[The  information  follows:] 

$6,070,000  of  the  fiscal  year  1994  Reserve  Training  Appropriation  budget  request 
is  identified  as  the  Reserve  share  for  operating  support  of  the  Reserve  Training 
Center  in  Yorktown,  Virginia.  This  compares  to  $7,636,000  budgeted  in  fiscal  year 
1993.  The  reduction  in  operating  support  between  fiscal  year  1993  and  1994  is  the 
result  of  the  decrease  in  Selected  Reserve  strength  from  10,500  to  8,000  reservists 
included  in  the  1994  budget  request.  With  fewer  reservists,  the  need  for  initial  train- 
ing of  recruits  at  service  schools  is  reduced  and  there  are  fewer  reservists  requiring 
resident  courses  at  the  Reserve  Training  Center  during  their  two-week  annual  duty 
training. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  for  the  Yorktown  facility  in  fiscal  year  1994,  and 
state  the  number  of  military  and  civilian  support  staff. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Reserve  Training  Center,  Yorktown  Cost  Elements 

[In  thousands  of  dollars]  Amount 

Pay,  allowances  and  standard  personnel  support  costs: 

Military  full-time  support  staff  (120  FTP)  $4,015 

Civilian  full-time  support  staff  (23  FTP) 655 

Operating  and  maintenance  costs 1,400 

Total 6,070 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  also  provide  a  listing  of  any  major  maintenance 
projects  scheduled  for  your  Yorktown  facility,  including  the  esti- 
mated cost  for  each,  similar  to  the  data  shown  on  page  799  of  last 
year's  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  list  represents  major  maintenance  projects  scheduled  for  FY94  at 
Reserve  Training  Center  Yorktown: 
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[Estimated  cost — in  thousands] 

Project  Amount 

Convert  galley  to  natural  gas  heat $40 

Convert  to  natural  gas  heat  buildings  207,  208 84 

Renovate  HVAC  Taylor  Hall  (classroom/lab) 277 

Rehabilitate  pier  fire  pumps 70 

Replace  condensation  problem  at  Cain  Hall  (UPH) 30 

Rehabilitate  Lincoln  Hall  (UPH) 1,020 

Replace  air  handler  at  auditorium 53 

Convert  security  building  to  new  use 150 

Renovate  auditorium  main  entrance 100 

Repair  bulkhead  and  pier 130 

Replace  carpet  Cain  Hall  (UPH) 44 

Replace  roof  Lafayette  Hall  (UPH) 226 

Demolish  grounds  crew  bldg/carpenter  shop  plus  add  parking 80 

Replace  domestic  water  line  auditorium/gymnasium 50 

Replace  classroom  carpet  Canfield  Hall 68 

Structural  rehabilitation  of  main  pier 1,315 

Underground  storage  tank  upgrade — phase  II 100 

Rehabilitate  Hamilton  Hall  (classrooms) 630 

Firefighting  school  soil  remediation 135 

TRAINING  DAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  showing  initial  training  days 
shown  on  page  800  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  information  is  an  update  of  the  projects  supplied  on  page  166  of  the 
justifications: 

BREAKDOWN  OF  INITIAL  TRAINING  DAYS— FISCAL  YEAR  1994 

category St°s'  ^°'^'  ^^ 

RP— single  phase ' 20  3,600 

RY— single  phase  * 0  0 

RK-I— split  phase  3 180  11,400 

RK-II— split  phase* 17  1,000 

Total 16,000 

Program  Description: 

'  RP— Non-prior  service  recruit,  age  17-27;  spends  an  average  of  180  days  (continuous)  in  initial  training  (boot  camp  and  formal  school 
training). 
2 RY— Non-prior  service  recruit,  age  17-27;  spends  an  average  of  91  days  (continuous)  in  initial  training  (twot  camp  and  on-th^jot)  training). 
'RK-I— Non-prior  service  recruit  enrolled  in  school,  age  17-27;  spends  an  average  of  63  days  in  phase  I  of  initial  training  (boot  camp  only). 
*RK-II— Prior  year  RK-I  trainee;  spends  an  average  of  60  days  in  phase  II  of  initial  training  (formal  school  training. 

Note— The  above  information  reflects  the  decision  to  curtail  fiscal  year  1994  reserve  accessions  and  recruiting  activity  until  the  lower  8,000 
Selected  Reserve  strength  level  is  achieved  The  estimate  of  16,000  initial  training  days  reflects  "RK"  recruits  that  were  enlisted  in  fiscal  year  1993 
and  require  the  second  phase  of  their  initial  training  in  fiscal  year  1994  as  well  as  the  startup  of  new  recruiting  accessions  now  envisioned  to 
begin  in  June  1994  (which  had  not  been  assumed  at  the  time  trie  justifications  were  submitted). 

RESERVE  RECRUIT  INPUT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  showing  reserve  recruit  input 
by  month  on  page  801  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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RESERVE  RECRUIT  INPUT  BY  MONTH 


Non-Prior 

Prior 

Total 

Service 

Service 

Personnel 

Personnel 

1992:   (Actual) 

October 48 

November 22 

December 19 

January 27 

February 28 

March 12 

April 10 

May 42 

June 119 

July 28 

August 6 

September 24 

Total 385 

1993;   (Estimated) 

October 29 

November 3 

December 2 

January 3 

February 6 

March 6 

April 1 

May 6 

June 12 

July 1 

August 0 

September 0 

Total 69 


39 

87 

23 

45 

34 

53 

26 

53 

25 

53 

36 

48 

26 

36 

17 

59 

19 

138 

54 

8£ 

20 

26 

9 

33 

328 


713 


15 

44 

5 

8 

3 

5 

3 

6 

1 

7 

5 

11 

0 

1 

0 

6 

0 

12 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32 


101 
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RESERVE  RECRUIT  INPUT  BY  MONTH  (Continued) 


1994:   (Estimated) 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September. . . . 

Total . . . 


Non- Prior 

Prior 

Total 

Service 

Serv 

ice 

Personnel 

Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

130 

0 

130 

50 

0 

50 

10 

0 

10 

10 

0 

10 

200 


200 


Note:   The  fiscal  year  1993  estimate  reflects  lowered  reserve 
recruiting  quotas  due  to  the  1993  Selected  Reserve  downsizing 
from  11,500  to  10,500  that  was  completed  in  January  1993  and  the 
anticipated  fiscal  year  1994  strength  reductions.   The  fiscal 
year  1994  estimate  reflects  the  decision  to  curtail  reserve 
accessions  and  recruiting  activity  until  the  lower  8,000  Selected 
Reserve  strength  level  is  achieved,  with  recruiting  accessions 
envisioned  to  begin  again  in  June  1994. 


67-709  O— 93- 


-35 
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RESERVE  TRAINING 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  fiscal  year  1994 
request  of  $1,820,000  for  other  services  for  the  reserve  training  ap- 
propriation and  compare  those  cost  elements  to  fiscal  year  1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 


ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  OTHER  SERVICES 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 


1993  estimated       1994  estimated 


Commercial  meals  for  drilling  reservists $592  $440 

Computer  maintenance  services 291  300 

Repairs  to  Reserve  Unit  facilities 60  40 

Contracted  berthing  for  drilling  reservists 268  270 

Miscellaneous  equipment  repair  services 34  30 

GSA  SLUC  charges  (after  hours  building  use) 42  30 

Other  miscellaneous  services ' 983 710 

Total 2,270  1,820 

» Estimated  level  of  operating  and  maintenance  support  services  incurred  at  active  unit  training  and  administrative  support  facilities  in  support  of 
the  Reserve  Program.  These  services  include  maintenance,  repair,  training  aid,  small  boat,  shore  unit,  and  electronic  equipment  support  services. 

TRANSFERS  TO  READY  RESERVE 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  proposing  to  shift  2,500  personnel  from  the 
selected  reserve  to  the  ready  reserve.  This  will  bring  the  ready  re- 
serve up  to  10,500,  or  56.7  percent  of  your  reserve  force.  Only  two 
years  previously,  the  ready  reserve  accounted  for  only  39.5  percent 
of  total  reserve  strength.  What  lessening  of  readiness  do  we  see  by 
raising  the  ratio  of  ready  reserve  to  select  reserve? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  will  be  no  lessening  of  readiness  as  the  result  of  the  reduction  of  2,500  se- 
lected reservists.  The  requirement  for  a  Selected  Reserve  of  8,000  is  based  on  new 
Coast  Guard  defense  and  defense-related  mobilization  requirements  that  are  signifi- 
cantly lower  than  the  Cold  War  era  mobilization  requirements  of  27,500  reservists. 
Additionally,  8,000  selected  reservists  will  now  fulfill  100  percent  of  current  require- 
ments, whereas  previously,  a  high  in  1987  of  only  48  percent  of  mobilization  require- 
ments was  ever  achieved.  Therefore,  the  readiness  of  the  Coast  Guard  Reserve  to 
respond  to  mobilization  requirements  will  actually  be  increased.  The  2,500  selected 
reservists  to  be  released  will  be  detailed  to  the  Individual  Ready  Reserve  (IRR).  The 
IRR  has  a  lower  level  of  readiness  and  a  lower  priority  for  mobilization  in  the  event 
of  a  national  emergency.  Together,  the  Selected  Reserve  and  the  IRR  form  the 
Ready  Reserve. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  average,  how  much  do  you  spend  annually  for  a 
person  in  the  selected  reserve  and  how  does  that  compare  to  some- 
one in  the  ready  reserve? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Of  the  portion  of  the  Reserve  Training  Appropriation  that  is  allocated  to  the 
direct  training  activities  of  selected  reservists,  the  average  annual  cost  is  approxi- 
mately $4,100.  This  cost  includes  pay  for  inactive  duty  training  (48  drills),  pay,  al- 
lowances and  travel  for  annual  duty  training  (two  weeks  annual  active  duty)  and 
individual  support  costs  such  as  inactive  duty  meals,  berthing,  and  uniform  replace- 
ment. There  is  no  organized  training  activity  for  members  of  the  Individual  Ready 
Reserve  (IRR).  A  member  of  the  IRR  is  not  paid  for  training  activities,  but  they  may 
continue  to  earn  retirement  credits  through  non-paid  training  activities.  Although  a 
member  of  the  IRR  may  occasionally  perform  paid  activity  as  a  Reserve  board 
member  or  other   non-standard  special  duty,   the  average  training  cost   per  IRR 
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member  is  virtually  nil.  However,  the  IRR  is  not  cost-free.  There  is  an  administra- 
tion cost  for  managing  IRR  personnel  records,  pay  records,  the  promotion  system 
and  the  retirement  system.  The  Selected  Reserve  and  the  Individual  Ready  Reserve 
combined  are  the  Ready  Reserve. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  REDUCTIONS  FOR  TRAINING 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  172,  you  are  allocating  39.4  percent  of  the  ad- 
ministrative expense  reduction  against  O&M  for  training  facilities 
(  —  $80,000),  and  60.6  percent  against  administration.  I  thought  the 
intent  of  the  Executive  Order  was  to  reduce  administration,  not  in- 
crease the  backlog  of  facility  maintenance.  Why  are  you  allocating 
a  portion  of  this  reduction  to  maintenance? 

[The  information  follows:] 

None  of  the  administrative  expense  reduction  has  been  allocated  to  facility  main- 
tenance and  there  will  be  no  increase  in  the  backlog  of  facility  maintenance  as  the 
result  of  this  reduction.  The  Executive  Order  was  applied  across  the  board  to  the 
fiscal  year  1993  costs  estimated  in  the  object  classes  for  travel,  transportation,  com- 
munications, printing,  services,  and  supplies  and  materials.  The  Reserve  Program 
funds  a  share  of  the  operating  costs  of  the  Reserve  Training  Center  in  Yorktown, 
Virginia.  The  allocation  of  $80,000  of  the  reduction  to  O&M  for  training  facilities 
reflects  the  proportionate  share  of  the  applicable  costs  incurred  by  the  Reserve 
Training  Center  as  a  result  of  training  reservists.  The  administrative  expense  reduc- 
tions will  not  be  absorbed  through  decreased  facility  maintenance. 

GI  BILL  BENEFITS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  also  requesting  additional  funding  in  fiscal 
year  1994  to  support  an  increase  in  GI  Bill  benefits  incurred  but 
unfunded  in  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993.  Please  explain  what  these 
benefits  are,  why  they  were  unfunded,  and  how  much  is  involved 
in  fiscal  year  1994.  Does  this  completely  fund  those  benefits? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Montgomery  G.I.  Bill  provides  education  benefits  for  members  of  the  Selected 
Reserve.  The  program  is  administered  by  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  and 
the  cost  of  the  benefit  payments  to  reservists  is  reimbursed  by  the  Reserve  Training 
Appropriation.  As  the  result  of  special  benefits  enacted  after  the  Persian  Gulf  war, 
the  monthly  benefit  amount  was  temporarily  increased  by  35.7  percent.  Effective 
April  1,  1993,  this  incregise  was  made  permanent  by  the  Veterans  Benefits  Act  of 
1992  and  future  benefits  are  now  tied  to  increases  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  The 
cost  of  this  program  to  the  Coast  Guard  Reserve  was  $852,000  in  fiscal  year  1991, 
$983,000  in  fiscal  year  1992  and  is  estimated  at  $1,050,000  in  fiscal  year  1993  and 
$1,156,000  in  fiscal  year  1994.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Reserve  Training  Appropria- 
tion will  have  a  funding  base  for  a  program  level  of  $875,000.  The  difference  be- 
tween the  base  funding  level  and  the  program  cost  is  the  unfunded  amount.  During 
fiscal  years  1992  and  1993,  the  increased  cost  of  this  program  was  absorbed  by  tem- 
porarily reducing  the  training  program  for  the  Selected  Reserve.  This  action  to 
absorb  the  increased  cost  cannot  be  continued  in  future  years,  especially  since  train- 
ing becomes  much  more  important  at  the  reduced  Selected  Reserve  level  proposed 
in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  was  the  first  budget 
available  in  which  to  request  funding  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  benefit  increase.  The 
$281,000  requested  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  benefit  will  fully  fund  these  benefits  at 
the  fiscal  year  program  level. 

NON-PAY  COLA 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  173,  you  are  requesting  $330,000  for  a  2.7  per- 
cent non-pay  cost  of  living  adjustment.  But  on  the  previous  page 
you  described  a  3.0  percent  reduction  in  administrative  expenses 
pursuant  to  Executive  Order  12837.  So  it  seems  that  you  have  re- 
moved the  funds  in  one  place,  then  added  them  back  in  another. 
Would  you  explain? 
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[The  information  follows:] 

The  request  for  a  2.7  percent  non-pay  cost  of  living  adjustment  is  the  government- 
wide  inflation  factor  authorized  for  the  non-pay  portion  of  the  Reserve  Training  Ap- 
propriation to  provide  the  funds  needed  to  continue  both  training  and  support  at 
the  fiscal  year  1993  program  level  during  fiscal  year  1994.  This  is  not  related  to  the 
Executive  Order  requirement  to  reduce  administrative  expenses  by  14  percent  over 
a  four  year  period,  the  first  installment  being  reflected  in  the  fiscal  year  1994 
budget.  Administrative  expenses  in  travel,  transportation,  communications,  print- 
ing, services,  and  supplies  and  materials  will  be  reduced  during  this  period  to 
comply  with  the  Executive  Order.  The  result  of  the  Executive  Order  is  that  the  1994 
Reserve  Training  budget  request  is  $203,000  lower  that  it  otherwise  would  be.  Not 
allowing  the  non-pay  cost  of  living  adjustment  increase  would  result  in  a  program 
reduction  significantly  larger  than  the  3  percent  administrative  expense  reduction 
required  by  the  Executive  Order. 

SMALL  ARMS  TRAINING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  small  arms  training  shown 
on  page  602  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  most  recent  data  available  on  Reserve  small  arms  training  follows: 
RESERVE  SMALL  ARMS  TRAINING  STATISTICS 

[January  1,  1991— December  31,  1991] 


Tun.  nf  .uo.nnn/,vu,™.  Rcsefvists  requiring        Number  Percent  of  Number  Percent  of 

lype  or  weapon/course  nnaiifiratinn  '  trained »  renuirement  oualified  reauirernenl 


qualification '  trained '  requirement  qualified  requirement 


M-16  2 3,900  3,290  84  3,116  80 

BPMC^ 1,859  1,268  68  1,019  55 

PPC* 4,358  3,712  85  3,465  80 

Shotgun 3,354  3,076 92  2,843 85 

Totals 13,471         11,346  84         10,443  78 

'  Number  of  reservists  needing  these  courses  of  instruction  during  this  annual  period.  Includes  requirements  lor  both  peacetime  augmentation  and 
mobilization. 
2  M-16  5.56mm  Rifle  Course. 
"  Basic  Pistol  Mariismanship  Course  for  9mm  Pistol. 

*  Practical  Pistol  Course  for  9mm  Pistol. 

*  Includes  reservists  trained  during  ADT,  IDT  and  350  reservists  trained  for  Operation  Desert  Storm. 

Note.— These  statistics  report  training  and  qualification  by  type  of  small  arms  course  required  during  the  annual  period.  The  requirement  for 
frequency  of  training  in  any  particular  course  varies.  Since  a  reservist's  augmentation  and  mobilization  duties  frequenthf  require  qualification  on  more 
than  one  weapon,  the  statistics  do  not  add  to  total  number  of  different  reservists  trained  during  the  year. 

BOAT  RECALL  CAMPAIGNS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  description  of  any  boat  recall  cam- 
paign required  by  the  Coast  Guard  for  the  past  two  calendar  years. 
State  the  boat  manufacturer  and  location,  the  type  and  numbers  of 
boats  affected  by  the  recall,  the  violation,  corrective  measures  re- 
quired, and  any  other  pertinent  information. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Coast  Guard  required  thirty- five  Defect 
Notification  Campaigns  in  1991,  and  sixty- four  in  1992.   The 
following  table  and  report  show  the  location  for  each  of  the 
manufacturers  with  one  or  more  Defect  Notification  Campaigns,  and 
a  summary  description  of  each  campaign. 


MANUFACTURER 


LOCATION 


Tracker  Marine 

Carver  Boat  Corp 

Grumman  Allied  Ind 

Kawasaki  Motors  Corp 

Team  Warlock 

Wellcraft  Marine 

Bombardier  Corp 

Brunswick  Marine 

Four  Winns  Inc 

Arthur  Armstrong  Inc 

Spectrum  Marine 

Bayliner  Marine  Corp 

General  Marine  Ind 

Classic  Watercraft 

Lake  and  Bay  Boats 

Baron  Boats 

Hoog  Boats 

Key  West  Boats 

Dynasty  Boats 

Sea-Pro  Boats  Inc 

International  Marine  Mfg 

San  Augustine  Fiberglass  Prod 

Scout  Boats 

Smoker-Craft 

Release  Backcountry  Boats 

Maxum  Marine 

Mercruiser  (Mercury  Marine) 

Teleflex  Marine 

Action  Craft 

Alumaweld  Boats 

Cee  Bee  Mfg 

Carolina  Boat  Co 

Dolphin  Boats  Inc 


Springfield,  MO 
Pulaski,  WI 
Marathon,  NY 
Lincoln,  NE 
Corona ,  CA 
Sarasota,  FL 
Wausau,  WI 
Skokie,  IL 
Cadillac,  MI 
Kemersville,  NC 
Topeka,  IN 
Everett,  WA 
Panama  City,  FL 
Miami,  FL 
Lake  Park,  FL 
Baltimore,  MD 
Miami,  FL 
Ridgeville,  SC 
Sarasota,  FL 
Warrick,  RI 
Miami,  FL 
San  Augustine,  FL 
Summerville,  SC 
New  Paris,  IN 
Miami,  FL 
Miami,  OK 
Fond  du  Lac,  WI 
Limerick,  PA 
Cape  Coral,  FL 
Eagle  Point,  OR 
Lynwood ,  CA 
Lumberton,NC 
Princeton,  FL 
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Dana  Custom  Boats 

Duroboat  Mfg  Inc 

Ercoa  Industries 

Duckworth  Boat  Co 

Aqua  Force 

Galaxle  Boats  Inc 

Global  Motorboat  Corp 

Griffis  &  Sons  Fiberglass 

Jetcraft  Boats  Inc 

Creek  Craft  Boats 

Tri-State  Custom  Fiberglass 

Mirage  Marine 

Nissan  Motor  Corp 

Outboard  Marine  Corp 

OMC/Chris  Craft 

OMC/Lowe  Industries 

Truline  Inc 

Permit  Marine 

Regal  Boats 

Sport-Craft  Inc 

Sea  Ray  Boats  Inc 

Inca  Molded  Products 

Ana  Capri  Boats  NFG 

Starcraft  Power  Boats  Corp 

Two  Guys  Fabrication 

Talon  Marine 

Osborn  Boats-Mar  Inc 

Sea-N-Sport  Boat  Co 

Yamaha  Motor  Corp 

Seminole  Marine 

Alaskan  Jet  Boat  Co 

Aluminum  Marine  Construction 

Radiant  Marine  Corp 


Garden  Grove,  CA 
Seattle,  WA 
Braham,  MN 
Clarkston,  WA 
Port  Orange,  FL 
Rial to,  CA 
Columbia,  SC 
Starke,  FL 
Med ford.  Or 
Live  Oak,  FL 
Bailey,  NC 
Palmetto,  FL 
Schavunberg ,  I L 
Waukegan,  IL 
Sarasota,  FL 
Lebanon ,  MO 
Bonney  Lake ,  WA 
Alva,  FL 
Orlando,  FL 
Perry,  FL 

Merritt  Island,  FL 
Nashville,  TN 
Miami,  FL 
Topeka,  IN 
Central  Point,  OR 
Sarasota,  FL 
Winter  Haven,  FL 
Bradenton,  FL 
Cypress,  CA 
Havana,  FL 
Pasco,  WA 
Tacoma ,  WA 
Sarasota,  FL 
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PROPELLER  INJURY  STUDY 

Mr.  Carr.  In  our  fiscal  year  1991  report  we  required  a  study  on 
the  number  and  severity  of  propeller  injuries.  It  is  now  almost 
three  years  after  our  report  came  out  and  we  still  don't  have  the 
propeller  study.  What  is  the  problem,  and  when  do  you  currently 
expect  the  study  to  be  released? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Centers  for  Disease  Control  (CDC)  has  submitted  a  final  report  to  the  Coast 
Guard  but  release  has  been  delayed  pending  clarification  of  some  specific  language. 
The  Coast  Guard  has  discussed  these  issues  with  CDC  and  changes  recommended  by 
the  Coast  Guard  are  under  consideration  by  CDC.  The  report  is  expected  to  be  re- 
submitted to  the  Coast  Guard  in  May  1993. 

BOATING  SAFETY  STATISTICS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  data  for  the  most  recent  fiscal  year 
showing  boating  accidents  and  fatalities  per  State,  rank-ordered  by 
the  number  of  accidents. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Boating  accident  statistics  are  compiled  on  a 
calendar  year  basis.   The  table  below  shows  the  number  of  boating 
accidents  and  fatalities  per  State,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
territories  for  1992,  rank-ordered  by  the  number  of  accidents 
reported  to  the  Coast  Guard. 


RANK 

STATE 

ACCIDENTS 
930 

FATALITIES 

1 

Florida 

75 

2 

California 

589 

59 

3 

Michigan 

306 

38 

4 

Missouri 

228 

18 

5 

New  York 

222 

36 

6 

Texas 

209 

71 

7 

New  Jersey 

197 

7 

8 

Arizona 

180 

6 

9 

Alabama 

162 

29 

9 

Washington 

162 

30 

10 

Ohio 

156 

32 

11 

Illinois 

146 

29 

12 

Minnesota 

144 

22 

13 

Wisconsin 

143 

23 

14 

North  Carolina 

135 

22 

15 

Maryland 

131 

13 

16 

Nevada 

123 

0 

17 

Pennsylvania 

117 

17 

18 

Virginia 

114 

13 

19 

South  Carolina 

109 

27 

20 

Oklahoma 

103 

16 

20 

Utah 

103 

0 

21 

Louisiana 

95 

19 

22 

Indiana 

91 

9 

23 

Oregon 

89 

9 

24 

Georgia 

87 

22 

25 

Arkansas 

74 

20 

25 

Tennessee 

74 

11 

26 

Kentucky 

73 

22 

27 

Mississippi 

64 

21 

28 

Connecticut 

53 

1 

29 

Maine 

52 

13 

30 

Colorado 

51 

4 

30 

New  Hampshire 

51 

9 

31 

Idaho 

49 

4 

32 

Iowa 

43 

10 
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RANK 

STATE 

ACCIDENTS 

FATALITIES 

33 

Kansas 

38 

7 

34 

Alaska 

30 

13 

35 

Massachusetts 

29 

7 

36 

New  Mexico 

27 

2 

37 

Montana 

23 

5 

38 

Hawaii 

21 

3 

38 

Nebraska 

21 

4 

38 

Rhode  Island 

21 

4 

39 

Delaware 

20 

0 

40 

Vermont 

15 

3 

41 

West  Virginia 

13 

3 

42 

South  Dakota 

11 

4 

43 

North  Dakota 

9 

1 

44 

Puerto  Rico 

5 

1 

45 

Wyoming 

4 

0 

45 

American  Samoa 

4 

1 

46 

District  of  Columbia 

2 

1 

47 

Guam 

0 

0 

47 

Northern  Marianas 

0 

0 

47 

Virgin  Islands 

0 

0 

TOTAL: 


6,048 


816 
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RECREATIONAL  BOATING  ACCIDENTS  PER  UCENSED  BOAT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  rank-ordering  of  States  by  accidents 
per  licensed  boat,  and  in  that  same  chart,  denote  the  amount  of 
funding  each  State  was  spending  on  its  recreational  boating  safety 
program  for  that  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  table  below  shows  the  rank-ordering  of  States, 
territories,  and  the  District  of  Columbia  by  number  of  1992 
reported  accidents  per  numbered  boats,  and  the  amount  of  funding 
each  State  or  territory  spent  on  its  recreational  boating  safety 
program  for  1992. 

Chapter  123  of  Title  46,  United  States  Code  requires  each 
undocumented  vessel  equipped  with  propulsion  machinery  to  be 
niombered,  not  licensed,  in  the  State  or  territory  in  which  it  is 
principally  operated.   The  fiscal  year  1992  expenditures 
represent  the  total  of  both  Federal  and  State  or  territory 
expenditures . 


STATE 

NUMBERED 

REPORTED 

ACCIDENTS 

FISCAL  YEAR 

BOATS 
58 

ACCIDENTS 

4 

PER  BOAT 
0.0689655 

EXI 
-I 

'ENDITURES 

1  Am .  Samoa 

1o   Report- 

2  Nevada 

43,819 

123 

0.0028070 

$ 

1,644,266 

3  Utah 

61,960 

103 

0.0016623 

$ 

1,579,635 

4  Hawaii 

13,975 

21 

0.0015026 

$ 

3,519,201 

5  Florida 

711,348 

930 

0.0013073 

$26,391,586 

6  New  Jersey 

156,288 

197 

0.0012604 

$ 

8,244,251 

7  Arizona 

146,728 

180 

0.0012267 

$ 

2,477,712 

8  Alaska 

32,331 

30 

0.0009279 

9  California 

813,386 

689 

0.0008470 

$14,550,198 

10  Missouri 

283,065 

228 

0.0008054 

$ 

3,525,573 

11  Maryland 

180,391 

131 

0.0007262 

$12,338,761 

12  Washington 

226,555 

162 

0.0007150 

$ 

1,084,274 

13  Idaho 

68,827 

49 

0.0007119 

$ 

1,310,879 

14  Alabama 

238,917 

162 

0.0006780 

$ 

3,389,034 

15  New  Mexico 

39,920 

27 

0.0006763 

$ 

1,143,149 

16  Rhode  Island 

31,967 

21 

0.0006569 

$ 

1,104,380 

17  New  Hampshire 

79,379 

51 

0.0006424 

$ 

1,313,074 

18  Colorado 

85,883 

51 

0.0005938 

$ 

845,191 

19  Montana 

41,299 

23 

0.0005569 

$ 

463,658 

20  Virginia 

206,369 

114 

0.0005524 

$ 

1,101,773 

21  Dist.  of  Col. 

3,654 

2 

0.0005473 

$ 

1,459,360 

22  Connecticut 

97,618 

53 

0.0005429 

$ 

1,982,065 

23  Kentucky 

137,784 

73 

0.0005298 

$ 

2,496,003 

24  Oklahoma 

197,846 

103 

0.0005206 

$ 

2,105,759 

25  New  York 

438,342 

222 

0.0005064 

$ 

6,975,787 

26  Delaware 

40,286 

20 

0.0004964 

$ 

916,156 
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STATE            1 

WMBERED 

REPORTED 

ACCIDENTS 

FISCAL  YEAR 

BOATS 
180,138 

ACCIDENTS 
89 

PER  BOAT 
0.0004940 

Exr 

$ 

'ENDITURES 

27 

Oregon 

4,960,641 

28 

N.  Carolina 

283,551 

135 

0.0004761 

$ 

2,901,495 

29 

Arkansas 

159,129 

74 

0.0004650 

$ 

625,484 

30 

Indiana 

196,260 

91 

0.0004636 

$ 

1,622,030 

31 

Maine 

112,981 

52 

0.0004602 

$ 

562,917 

32 

Illinois 

349,053 

146 

0.0004182 

$ 

1,290,956 

33 

Vermont 

36,270 

15 

0.0004135 

$ 

564,932 

34 

Ohio 

382,218 

156 

0.0004081 

$ 

9,381,656 

35 

Kansas 

97,242 

38 

0.0003907 

$ 

473,455 

36 

Pennsylvania 

311,776 

117 

0.0003752 

$ 

4,374,419 

37 

Texas 

592,237 

209 

0.0003528 

$ 

8,409,069 

38 

Michigan 

877,581 

306 

0.0003486 

$ 

5,102,898 

39 

S.  Carolina 

317,264 

109 

0.0003435 

$ 

3,366,739 

40 

Nebraska 

61,140 

21 

0.0003434 

$ 

227,803 

41 

Mississippi 

196,572 

64 

0.0003255 

$ 

1,284,387 

42 

Louisiana 

300,172 

95 

0.0003164 

$ 

1,819,719 

43 

Georgia 

283,899 

87 

0.0003064 

$ 

3,736,155 

44 

West  Virginia 

44,714 

13 

0.0002907 

$ 

433,681 

45 

Tennessee 

255,043 

74 

0.0002901 

$ 

2,918,793 

46 

Wisconsin 

512,234 

143 

0.0002791 

$ 

3,672,255 

47 

South  Dakota 

41,212 

11 

0.0002669 

$ 

129,471 

48 

Iowa 

197,017 

43 

0.0002182 

$ 

930,856 

49 

North  Dakota 

42,270 

9 

0.0002129 

$ 

437,490 

50 

Massachusetts 

146,018 

29 

0.0001986 

$ 

2,723,016 

51 

Minnesota 

727,152 

144 

0.0001980 

$ 

3,636,628 

52 

Wyoming 

24,110 

4 

0.0001659 

$ 

299,580 

53 

Puerto  Rico 

36,695 

5 

0.0001362 

$ 

1,109,555 

54 

Guam 

1,737 

0 

0 

$ 

141,782 

55 

N.  Marianas 

517 

0 

0 

$ 

150,548 

56 

Virgin  Island 

s   4.340 

0 

0 

$_ 

355.027 

TOTAL :      1 1 

,148,537 

6,048 

0.0005424 

$169,605,162 
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BOAT  OPERATORS  MINIMUM  AGE  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  States  which  have  mini- 
mum age  requirements  for  boat  operators. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  States,  as  well  as  the  District  of  Ck)lumbia  and  Puerto  Rico,  have 
minimum  age  requirements  for  boat  operators.  Most  of  these  operator  restrictions 
are  applicable  only  to  motorboat  operation. 


Alabama 

Maine 

New  York 

Arizona 

Massachusetts 

North  Dakota 

Arkansas 

Michigan 

South  Dakota 

California 

Minnesota 

Tennessee 

Connecticut 

Mississippi 

Texas 

Illinois 

Missouri 

Utah 

Indiana 

Nebraska 

West  Virginia 

Iowa 

New  Hampshire 

Wisconsin 

Kansas 

New  Jersey 

Wyoming 

Two  States,  Maryland  and  Nevada,  have  age  restrictions  on  personal  watercraft 
operation  and  operating  a  vessel  towing  waterskiiers. 

The  following  States  have  age  restrictions  on  operation  of  personal  watercraft 
only: 

Florida  Louisiana  Virginia 

Hawaii  Oregon  Washington 

The  State  of  Montana  will  have  motorboat  operator  age  restrictions  beginning  in 
1994. 

STATE  BOATING  UCENSE  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  States  which  require  com- 
pletion of  boating  safety  courses  prior  to  issuance  of  a  boat  license. 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  no  States,  with  the  exception  of  New  Jersey,  which  require  a  recre- 
ational boat  operator  license  per  se.  New  Jersey  has  operator  license  requirements 
for  persons  operating  a  vessel  on  non-tidal  waters.  However,  only  those  persons 
under  16  years  of  age  need  to  complete  an  approved  boating  safety  course  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  license.  Three  States,  Connecticut,  Maryland  and  Vermont,  and  Puerto 
Rico,  have  legislated  general  mandatory  education  programs  which  require  a  certifi- 
cate of  completion  of  a  recognized  boating  safety  course  prior  to  the  operation  of  a 
recreational  boat.  Connecticut  law  applies  to  operation  of  motorboats  and  sailboats 
nineteen  and  one-half  feet  or  more  in  length.  The  Maryland  and  Vermont  laws 
apply  to  operation  of  motorboats  only,  while  the  Puerto  Rico  law  applies  to  the  oper- 
ation of  any  boat.  Compliance  with  these  laws  is  required  according  to  a  person's 
age  as  of  the  dates  designated  in  the  respective  State  laws.  This  allows  an  orderly 
phase  in,  including  the  ability  of  States  to  meet  course  demands.  About  a  dozen 
States  have  some  type  of  youthful  operator  education  requirements. 

COAST  GUARD  AUXILIARY  MEMBERSHIP 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  rank-ordered  listing  of  membership 
in  the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary  by  State. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Coast  Guard  Auxiliary  membership  as  of  March  1993,  rank-ordered  by  State,  is  as 
follows: 

Rank  and  State:  Members 

1  Florida 4,404 

2  California 3,412 

3  New  York 2,817 

4  Pennsylvania 2,128 

5  Massachusetts 2,120 

6  New  Jersey 1,757 

7  Michigan 1,398 
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8  Virginia ™..i.;. 1,353 

9  Maryland 1,255 

10  Ohio 1,213 

11  Illinois 1,206 

12  North  Carolina 1,119 

13  Texas 947 

14  Washington 919 

15  Connecticut 641 

16  Oregon 626 

17  Missouri 552 

18  Wisconsin 489 

19  Hawaii 464 

20  Alabama 388 

21  Alaska 375 

22  Tennessee 373 

23  Minnesota 361 

24  Rhode  Island 336 

25  Indiana 317 

26  Delaware 292 

27  South  Carolina 281 

28  Georgia 274 

29  Maine 262 

30  Louisiana 248 

31  Puerto  Rico 232 

32  Arizona 227 

33  Iowa 222 

34  Idaho 220 

35  Arkansas 176 

36  Mississippi 161 

37  Utah 161 

38  Colorado 151 

39  Kentucky 146 

40  Kansas 143 

41  New  Hampshire 139 

42  Oklahoma 121 

43  Nevada 117 

44  Nebraska 116 

45  New  Mexico Ill 

46  Guam 78 

47  Montana 76 

48  West  Virginia 71 

49  Virgin  Islands 64 

50  District  of  Col 56 

51  Vermont 30 

52  North  Dakota 24 

53  N.  Marianas 19 

54  South  Dakota 15 

55  Wyoming 14 


Total 35,222 

BOATING  SAFETY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  boating  safety  program 
State  match  found  on  pages  805-807  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Funds  are  used  for  the  costs  of  personnel,  equipment  and  administration  in  sup- 
port of  State  law  enforcement,  education,  search  and  rescue,  accident  investigation, 
boat  numbering  and  titling  activities,  and  for  acquiring,  constructing  and  repairing 
public  access  sites.  Funds  are  also  used  for  State  facilities  to  house  law  enforcement 
and  search  and  rescue  vessels  and  equipment,  provide  classrooms  and  education 
equipment,  establish  navigation  aids,  and  other  program  needs.  The  following  table 
provides  Federal  allocations  and  State  expenditures  for  recreational  boating  safety 
(RBS)  during  fiscal  year  1992.  The  allocation  is  the  amount  of  Federal  funds  avail- 
able to  each  State  as  calculated  in  accordance  with  46  U.S.C.  13103(a).  Payments  to 
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States  cannot  exceed  50  percent  of  the  total  State  expenditures  for  the  RBS  program 
during  a  fiscal  year.  The  table  does  not  reflect  funds  that  have  been  obligated  by  the 
States  but  not  yet  expended  for  major  equipment  acquisitions  or  public  access 
projects  that  require  long  lead  times.  States  that  did  not  utilize  their  full  Federal 
allocations  in  FY92  have  two  additional  years  to  expend  or  obligate  the  remaining 
funds.  The  law  provides  that  any  Federal  funds  not  expended  or  obligated  by  States 
within  three  years  of  the  date  of  allocation  are  to  be  withdrawn  and  redistributed 
with  the  next  year's  allocations. 
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BOAT  SAFETY  FEDERAL/STATE  EXPENDITURES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  Federal  and  State  spending 
on  boat  safety  programs  shown  on  page  804  of  last  year's  hearing 
record  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1984-1992. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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BOAT  SAFETY  ACCOUNT 

STATE  RECREATIONAL  BOATING  SAFETY  PROGRAM 

FEDERAL  ALLOCATIONS/STATE  EXPENDITURES 


FY84   Federal 
State 
Total 


$  11,875,000 
$  70.457.168 
$  82,332,168 


FY88 


Federal 

State 

Total 


$  19,947,500 
$  115.361.836 
$  135,309,336 


FY85   Federal 
State 
Total 


$  13,100,000 
$  76.343.060 
$  89,434,060 


FY89 


Federal 

State 

Total 


$  27,900,000 
$  121.846.101 
$  149,746,101 


FY86   Federal 
State 
Total 


$  27,625,323 
$  82.761.673 
$  110,386,996 


FY90 


Federal 

State 

Total 


$  27,416,300 
$  131.295.756 
$  158,712,056 


FY87  Federal 
State 
Total 


$  28,500,000 
$  87.400.315 
$  115,900,315 


FY91 


Federal 

State 

Total 


$  32,252,037 
$  135.260.460 
$  167,512,497 


FY92 


Federal 

State 

Total 


$  33,118,889 
$  138.067.294 
$  171,186,183 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  COMPLIANCE  AND  RESTORATION  SUPPORT  CENTER 

KODIAK  LANDFILL 

Mr.  Carr.  At  Support  Center  Kodiak,  your  justification  states 
that  the  amounts  and  types  of  contaminants  have  not  yet  been 
determined,  and  await  a  remedial  investigation /feasibiUty  study 
and  remedial  designs.  When  will  this  work  be  completed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Under  the  terms  of  a  Federal  Facilities  Compliance  Agreement  and  a  Consent 
Order  between  EPA  Region  10  and  the  Coast  Guard  for  Support  Center  Kodiak, 
Alaska,  a  Resource  Conservation  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  Remedial  Facilities  Investi- 
gation/Corrective Measures  Study  (RFI/CMS)  is  being  performed  for  the  entire 
22,000  acres  of  this  installation.  Twenty-two  RCRA  Corrective  Action  Sites  are  in- 
volved in  the  RFI/CMS;  the  two  largest  and  most  contaminated  Corrective  Action 
Sites  are  the  two  landfills  described  in  the  justification. 

Because  of  the  number  and  diversity  of  the  Corrective  Action  Sites,  the  RFI/CMS 
process  for  Support  Center  Kodiak  is  being  done  in  three  phases.  The  third  and 
final  phase  is  planned  for  fiscal  year  1994.  The  final  RFI/CMS  reports  will  include, 
for  all  twenty-two  RCRA  Corrective  Action  Sites,  an  assessment  of  contaminants 
present  at  each  site,  and  assessment  of  the  potential  risks  to  human  health  and  the 
environment,  and  recommendations  for  Corrective  Measures  Implementation  (CMI) 
at  each  site. 

EPA  Region  10  will  review  the  final  Corrective  Measures  Study.  After  their  ap- 
proval, the  Coast  Guard  will  proceed  with  design  and  implementation  of  the  ap- 
proved remedies  for  these  sites. 

The  terms  "remedial  investigation /feasibility  study"  and  "remedial  designs"  that 
were  used  in  the  justification  require  clarification.  These  are  terms  used  to  describe 
the  phases  of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response  Compensation  Liability 
Act  (CERCLA)  site  restoration  process.  Since  EPA  has  directed  that  cleanup  of  these 
sites  be  performed  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  RCRA,  vice  CERCLA,  the 
equivalent  RCRA  terms  for  these  phases,  "RCRA  Facility  Investigation/Corrective 
Measures  Study"  and  "Corrective  Measures  Implementation",  respectively,  should 
have  been  used  throughout  the  justification  for  this  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  exactly  would  the  $2.3  million  be  used  for,  and 
to  what  degree  does  that  require  completion  of  the  work  noted  in 
the  previous  question? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $2.3  million  will  be  used  for  the  third,  and  final,  phase  of  the  RCRA  Facility 
Investigation/Corrective  Measures  Study  (RFI/CMS)  for  the  twenty-two  Corrective 
Action  Sites  at  Support  Center  Kodiak.  Design  and  implementation  of  the  environ- 
mental remedies  to  be  used  at  each  site  cannot  proceed,  under  the  terms  of  the  Fed- 
eral Facilities  Compliance  Agreement  and  Consent  Order  for  Support  Center 
Kodiak,  until  EPA  Region  10  approves  the  final  CMS  report.  The  $2.3  million  re- 
quest does  not  include  funds  for  design  and  remediation  of  the  Corrective  Action 
Sites.  However,  funds  for  that  purpose  will  be  requested  in  future  fiscal  years. 

AIR  STATION  CAPE  COD  REMEDIATION 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $1.5  million  for  cleanup  activities 
at  the  Massachusetts  Military  Reservation  on  Cape  Cod.  The  justi- 
fication states  that  the  Coast  Guard  is  being  asked  to  pay  its  fair 
share  of  total  costs  to  restore  this  facility.  Please  explain  in  detail 
what  are  the  total  estimated  costs  to  restore  this  location,  how  the 
Coast  Guard's  fair  share  was  determined,  and  what  amount  of  the 
remediation  effort  actually  involves  the  Coast  Guard  Air  Station? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  total  estimated  cost  to  restore  all  of  the  Areas  of  Concern  (AOC)  at  the  Mas- 
sachusetts Military  Reservation  (MMR)  is  still  being  determined  by  the  National 
Guard  Bureau.  It  is  the  lead  agency  for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  MMR 
Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP),  which  involves  more  than  sixty  sites.  Indi- 
vidual AOCs  are  in  various  stages  of  the  CERCLA  investigation,  and  remediation 
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process,  so  cost  estimates  to  fully  restore  many  of  the  sites  have  not  yet  been  pre- 
pared. 

By  long-standing  verbal  agreement,  beginning  in  1986,  the  Coast  Guard  has  con- 
tributed approximately  11%  of  the  annual  IRP  costs  for  all  AOCs.  This  percentage 
was  agreed  to  based  upon  the  number  of  contaminated  MMR  sites  occupied  or 
leased  by  the  Coast  Guard  in  1986.  A  Federal  Facilities  Agreement  for  the  MMR, 
which  the  Coast  Guard  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau  signed  in  July,  1991,  does 
not  specify  how  the  Coast  Guard's  "fair  share"  of  IRP  costs  will  be  determined. 

The  Coast  Guard  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau  are  now  negotiating  a  Memo- 
randum of  Agreement  that  will  formally  establish  the  criteria  for  determining  the 
Coast  Guard's  "fair  share"  of  all  future  MMR  IRP  costs. 

Approximately  thirteen  of  the  AOCs  at  the  MMR  directly  or  substantially  involve 
the  Coast  Guard.  Contamination  at  five  of  these  AOCs  resulted  primarily  from 
Coast  Guard  operations. 

OMEGA  STATION  HAWAII  SOIL  CLEANUP 

Mr.  Carr.  When  will  your  preliminary  assessment/ site  investiga- 
tion be  completed  and  what  further  regulatory  reviews  are  re- 
quired before  remedial  work  could  actually  begin? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  CERCLA  Preliminary  Assessment/Site  Investigation  (PA/SI)  was  submitted  to 
EPA  in  April  1993.  A  risk  analysis  for  the  site  is  now  being  prepared  for  submittal 
to  the  EPA  in  May  1993.  Following  the  steps  in  the  CERCLA  remedial  process,  EPA 
will  rank  this  site  using  their  Hazard  Ranking  System  (HRS).  This  will  determine 
whether  or  not  this  site  will  be  listed  on  the  National  Priorities  List. 

We  will  continue  to  follow  the  CERCLA  remedial  process  for  this  site.  This  re- 
quires EPA  review  of  a  Remedial  Investigation/ Feasibility  Study  (RI/FS)  of  the  site 
before  remedial  action  is  initiated. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  activities  would  be  funded  with  the  $600,000  re- 
quested? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Funds  requested  for  fiscal  year  1994  are  for  preparation  of  the  CERCLA  Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility  Study  (RI/FS)  for  the  Omega  Station  Hawaii  site.  This  site 
is  in  a  tropical  rain  forest  and  it  involves  two  drinking  water  wells  for  the  local 
community.  We  anticipate  that  there  will  be  a  need  for  site  remediation,  even 
though  the  levels  of  contamination  determined  in  the  Preliminary  Assessment/ Site 
Investigation  (PA/SI)  are  low.  The  requirement  for  further  investigation,  study  and 
site  restoration  will  be  determined  by  the  EPA  in  their  review  of  the  PA/SI.  Funds 
that  may  be  required  for  design  and  implementation  of  site  remediation  will  be  in- 
cluded in  outyear  budget  requests. 

VARIOUS  CLEANUP  AND  REMEDIATION  SITES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  list  the  various  sites  under  $500,000  to  be  ad- 
dressed, and  their  corresponding  costs,  with  the  $1,857,000  shown 
on  page  149  of  the  justifications.  Please  also  show  any  outyear  costs 
associated  with  any  of  these  projects. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  list  of  Coast  Guard  sites  with  corresponding  FY94  and  outyear  estimated 
costs  is: 

,i„i,  „,„„  Estimated  fiscal      Estimated  outyear 
"""  "^"'^ year  1994  costs  costs 

Station  Bodega  Bay,  CA 

LORAN  Station  Cabras  Island,  Guam 

Aviation  Suppoil  Facility  Cordova,  AK 

Suppod  Center  Kodiak,  AK 

Aids  Station  Sitka,  AK 

Marine  Safety  Office  Valdez,  AK 

LORAN  Station  Tok,  AK 


$20,000 

$16,000 

10,000 

50,000 

48,000 

30,000 

215,000 

n 

184,000 

56,000 

170,000 

20,000 

250,000 

(') 

100,000 

200,000 

30,000 

(M 

20,000 

(M 

50,000 

150,000 

260,000 

(M 

500,000 

50,000 
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i.„:,  „,„.  Estimated  fiscal      Estimated  outyear 

"""  "^""^  year  1994  costs  costs 

Station  Little  Creek,  VA 

Station  Port  Huron,  Ml 

Air  to  Navigation  Team  Tybee,  SC 

Air  Station  Brooklyn,  NY 

Station  Burlington,  VT 

Support  Center,  New  York,  NY 

Total 1,857,000 


'  Outyear  costs  lor  these  projects  are  still  being  developed. 

AIR  EMISSIONS  STUDIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  26  Coast  Guard  units 
required  to  provide  air  emissions  studies  under  the  Clean  Air  Act, 
as  described  on  page  149  of  the  justifications. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  26  locations  selected  for  Clean  Air  Act  air  emission  studies  are: 

1.  Support  Center  Porthsmouth,  VA 

2.  Support  Center  Alameda,  CA 

3.  Support  Center  San  Pedro,  CA 

4.  Support  Center  New  Orleans,  LA 

5.  Support  Center  Boston,  MA 

6.  Support  Center  New  York,  NY 

7.  Support  Center  Elizabeth  City,  NC 

8.  Coast  Guard  Yard,  Curtis  Bay,  MD 

9.  Group  and  Base  Miami,  FL 

10.  Training  Center,  Group  and  Air  Station  Cape  May,  NJ 

11.  Group  and  Base  Milwaukee,  WI 

12.  Group  and  Base  Detroit,  MI 

13.  Group  and  Base  South  Portland,  ME 

14.  Group  and  Base  Southwest  Harbor,  NE 

15.  Group  Woods  Hole,  MA 

16.  Base  Galveston,  TX 

17.  Base  St.  Louis,  MO 

18.  Base  Ketchikan,  AK 

19.  Air  Station  San  Diego,  CA 

20.  Air  Station  Brooklyn,  NY 

21.  Air  Station  Miami,  FL 

22.  Station  Calumet  Harbor,  IN 

23.  Station  Long  Beach,  CA 

24.  LORAN  Station  Nantucket,  MA 

25.  Coast  Guard  Academy,  New  London,  CT 

26.  Electronic  Engineering  Center,  Wildwood,  NJ 

AGENCY-WIDE  COMPLIANCE  ACTIVITIES 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  list  the  activities  to  be  funded  with  the 
$1,100,000  requested  under  "compliance  activities,  agency-wide," 
with  their  corresponding  costs. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  compliance  activities  to  be  funded  under  this  category  and  their  estimated 
costs  are: 

Activity:  Amount 

Pollution  prevention  and  waste  minimization $75,000 

Program-related  training  and  course  development 125,000 

Environmental  compliance  evaluations 400,000 

Environmental  studies  and  reports 100,000 
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Overhead  and  administration  of  all  EC&R  program  activities....  400,000 

Total 1,100,000 

VESSEL  COMPLIANCE 

Mr.  Carr.  This  item  includes  a  total  of  $4,500,000  for  CFC-12 
conversion  equipment  and  replacement  of  oily  water  separators. 
Please  explain  in  more  detail  what  this  equipment  will  do  to  pro- 
tect the  environment  and  explain  why  it  isn't  funded  out  of  the 
vessel  modification  portion  of  the  operating  expenses  appropria- 
tion. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  conversion  of  shipboard  refrigeration  plants  and  air  conditioning  systems 
from  CFC-12  (a  chlorofluorocarbon)  puts  Coast  Guard  vessels  in  compliance  with 
Public  Law  101-549,  which  adopted  the  Montreal  Protocol  for  phasing  out  ozone-de- 
pleting substances  (ODS).  Converted  shipboard  equipment  will  greatly  reduce  and 
eventually  eliminate  the  use  of  ODS.  This  conversion  will  help  to  reduce  further  de- 
terioration of  the  ozone  layer  and  ensure  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

Modern  oily  water  separators  (OWS)  do  not  use  disposable  filters  for  oil/water 
separation.  The  replacement  of  existing  OWS  will  reduce  the  generation  of  regulat- 
ed waste  by  eliminating  shore  disposal  of  contaminated  filters. 

Public  Law  101-225,  which  establishes  the  Coast  Guard  EC&R  program,  states 
that  program  goals  include  "Preventing  contamination  from  hazardous  substances 
and  pollutants  to  current  Coast  Guard  facilities,"  and  requires  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  "respond  to  releases  of  hazardous  substances  and  pollutants  *  *  * 
on  each  vessel  the  Coast  Guard  owns  or  operates."  The  same  law  establishes  the 
EC&R  Account  to  carry  out  the  Coast  Guard's  environmental  compliance  and  resto- 
ration functions.  In  keeping  with  this  law,  Coast  Guard  policy  requires  the  use  of 
EC&R  funds  for  projects  being  accomplished  solely  to  achieve  compliance  with  fed- 
eral, state  and  local  environmental  requirements,  and  for  projects  involving  pollu- 
tion prevention,  recycling  and  waste  minimization  efforts.  The  vessel  maintenance/ 
modification  part  of  the  Operating  Expenses  appropriation  is  for  routine  inventory 
spares,  repair,  alteration,  modification  and  engineering  design  services  that  are  not 
more  properly  charged  to  other  appropriations. 

BRIDGE  ALTERATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  funds  for  two  new  bridge  alter- 
ations in  fiscal  year  1994:  The  Atchison  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Rail- 
road Bridge  over  the  Mississippi  River  at  Fort  Madison,  Iowa 
($960,000)  and  the  Chelsea  River  Bridge  in  Boston,  Massachusetts 
($1,000,000).  Why  is  it  necessary  to  begin  work  now  on  these  alter- 
ations, and  what  exact  work  is  planned  with  the  funding  request- 
ed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  is  necessary  to  begin  alteration  work  on  both  bridges  now,  because  the  existing 
bridges  have  been  demonstrated  to  be  unreasonable  obstructions  and  pose  serious 
collision  risks  to  navigation.  The  funding  requested  is  for  design  services  and  prepa- 
ration of  contract  drawings  and  specifications  for  the  bridge  alteration  projects. 

The  Fort  Madison  Railroad  Bridge  was  investigated  and  declared  to  be  an  unrea- 
sonable obstruction  to  navigation.  The  benefit/cost  ratio  was  established  at  1.13:1. 
An  Order  to  Alter  was  issued  on  1  April  1992,  but  the  project  was  not  funded  in  the 
fiscal  year  1993  request. 

The  Chelsea  Street  Bridge  was  also  investigated  and  found  to  be  an  unreasonable 
obstruction  to  navigation.  The  benefit/cost  ratio  was  established  at  2:1.  On  23  No- 
vember 1992,  the  Order  to  alter  was  issued.  Alteration  of  this  bridge  was  given  high 
priority  because  of  its  location,  the  frequency  of  collisions,  and  the  potential  for  seri- 
ous environmental  damage. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  detailed  project  schedule  for  each  of 
these  two  projects. 
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[The  inforination  follows:] 

For  both  projects,  design  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by  3rd  quarter  FY95,  fol- 
lowed by  award  of  contract,  and  completion  of  construction  by  2nd  quarter  FY98. 
This  schedule  is  contingent  on  timely  and  adequate  funding  during  project  execu- 
tion. 

Both  bridge  owners  (the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railroad  Company  and 
the  Boston  Public  Works  Department)  are  presently  seeking  architectural  and  engi- 
neering firms  and  finalizing  the  scope  and  proposals  for  the  alterations.  The  Coast 
Guard's  preliminary  federal  cost  estimate  for  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe 
project  on  the  existing  alignment  is  $21  million.  The  federal  cost  estimate  for  the 
Chelsea  Street  Bridge  project  on  the  existing  alignment  is  $42  million.  The  design 
services  include  survey,  geotechnical  investigation,  preparation  of  applicable  envi- 
ronmental documentation,  design  selection,  and  development  of  contract  drawings 
and  specifications. 

FLORIDA  AVENUE  BRIDGE  ALTERATION 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  today  of  the  bridge  alteration  for 
the  Florida  Avenue  Bridge  in  New  Orleans,  and  what  further  work 
is  planned  over  the  next  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  Port  of  New  Orleans  has  selected  a  consultant 
to  perform  the  engineering  services  for  the  alteration  of  the  Florida  Avenue  Bridge. 
The  contract  agreement  for  engineering  services  is  currently  being  reviewed  by  the 
Coast  Guard. 

Several  bridge  alteration  schemes  are  under  study  and  the  best  proposal  will  be 
selected  by  1st  Qtr  FY94.  30  percent  of  the  final  plans  and  specifications  are  expect- 
ed to  be  done  by  the  end  of  FY94. 

RETIRED  PAY 

Mr.  Carr.  Medical  care  costs  for  retirees  and  their  dependents 
have  risen  from  $43,192,000  in  fiscal  year  1992  to  an  estimated 
$54,400,000  in  fiscal  year  1994.  That  is  a  25.9  percent  increase  in 
only  two  years.  Why  are  these  costs  rising  so  rapidly? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  projected  increase  in  health  care  costs  over  the  two  year  period  is  primarily 
due  to  the  significant  increase  in  fiscal  year  1993  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  re- 
imbursable rates.  During  fiscal  year  1993,  outpatient  reimbursable  health  care  cost 
rates  increased  30.5  percent  and  the  new  multiple  inpatient  reimbursable  rates  are 
projected  to  increase  DoD  inpatient  health  care  costs  15  percent-25  percent.  Both 
outpatient  and  inpatient  reimbursable  rates  are  projected  to  increase  another  10 
percent  during  fiscal  year  1994.  Additionally,  CHAMPUS  data  indicate  that  retiree/ 
retiree  dependent  health  care  costs  are  20  percent  higher  per  admission  than  active 
duty  dependent  health  care. 

RETIRED  ROLLS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  were  estimating  an  average  number  on  the  total 
retired  rolls  of  26,689  in  fiscal  year  1992,  27,266  in  fiscal  year  1993, 
and  27,946  in  fiscal  year  1994.  What  is  the  number  on  the  retired 
rolls  today,  and  what  was  the  number  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal 
year  1993? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  number  on  the  retired  pay  rolls  as  of  March  31,  1993  was  26,901.  The  number 
of  retirees  on  the  retired  pay  rolls  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1993  was  27,296. 


1121 


RETIRED  MIUTARY  PERSONNEL 


Mr.  Carr.  Within  that  overall  number  you  are  assuming  an  av- 
erage retired  roll  of  24,689  regular  military  personnel  for  fiscal 
year  1993.  What  is  that  number  today? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Average  Retired  Regular  Military  Personnel  number  through  March  31,  1993 
is  as  follows: 

Amount 

Commissioned  officers 4,503 

Warrant  officers 3,866 

Enlisted  personnel 16,237 

Total 24,606 

ANNUAL  RETIREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  annual  retirements,  num- 
bers on  the  retired  rolls,  and  average  annual  pay  for  retired  person 
by  grade,  as  shown  in  the  two  tables  on  pages  797  and  798  of  last 
year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Annual  Retirements  and  Numbers  on  the  Rolls: 

Estimate   Actual 


NUMBER  ON  ROLLS: 


1/ 


RETIREMENTS: 


1993 

27,883 

1992 

27,208 

27,296 

1991 

26,661 

26,571 

1990 

26,094 

26,070 

1989 

25,523 

25,513 

1988 

24,940 

25,023 

1987 

24,673 

24,430 

1986 

24,298 

24,254 

1985 

23,913 

23,755 

1984 

24,191 

23,379 

1983 

23,562 

23,085 

1982 

22,442 

22,517 

1993 

1092 

2/  589 

1992 

1157 

1097 

1991 

1065 

1051 

1990 

1172 

1046 

1989 

1104 

987 

1988 

851 

1284 

1987 

799 

818 

1986 

806 

977 

1985 

860 

837 

1984 

1287 

750 

1983 

1283 

860 

1982 

1060 

954 

(1)  Average  strength  on  the  rolls  during  year  indicated. 

(2)  Actual  retirements  as  of  March  31,  1993. 
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Average  Annual  Pay  for  Retired  Personnel  by  Grade: 


Conunlssioned  Officers: 

0-10 

0-9 

0-8 

0-7 

0-6 

0-5 

0-4 

0-3 

0-3E 

0-2 

0-2E 

0-1 

0-lE 
Warrant  Officers: 

W-4 

W-3 

W-2 

W-1 
Enlisted  Personnel: 

MCPOCG 

E-9 

E-8 

E-7 

E-6 

E-5 

E-4 

E-3 

E-2 

E-1 


Regular 

Reserve/ 1 

$76,376 

$     0 

71,956 

0 

66,850 

26,064 

58,308 

0 

46,986 

15,772 

30,935 

11,021 

26,577 

9,342 

22,253 

12,933 

21,841 

11,712 

12,971 

11,776 

13,404 

0 

12,217 

0 

0 

0 

$27,963 

$10,628 

19,307 

8,341 

15,954 

5,938 

14,074 

0 

$35,887 

0 

22,988 

$  8,509 

17,657 

7,173 

14,518 

6,366 

11,802 

4,652 

7,336 

4,162 

4,843 

5,154 

3,932 

0 

3,536 

1,914 

3,264 

0 

(1)   Reserve  Retired  Pay  is  based  on  a  "point"  system.   "Points" 
are  accumulated  for  the  number  of  years  of  active  duty  service, 
courses  completed,  and  drills  p.erformed.   It  is  possible  for 
retired  pay  inversions  to  occur  that  would  otherwise  seem 
unlikely.   That  is,  lower  ranks  may  retire  at  higher  pay  levels 
than  higher  ranks. 
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MEDICAL  CARE  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  your  fiscal  year  1994  request  include  the  same 
rate  of  increase  for  medical  care  costs  of  active  duty  and  retired 
personnel?  If  not,  please  explain  why  there  is  a  difference. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1994  request  does  not  include  the  same  rate  of  increase  for  health 
care  costs  of  active  duty  and  retired  personnel.  The  fiscal  year  1994  request  of 
$127.150M  (which  includes  a  $3.16M  standard  cost  of  living  adjustment)  for  active 
duty  personnel  is  8.6%  over  the  fiscal  year  1993  base  of  $117.048M.  The  fiscal  year 
1994  retired  personnel  request  of  $54.4M  is  a  3.4%  increase  over  the  fiscal  year  1993 
budget  of  $52. 6M.  The  explanation  for  the  difference  is  that  retired  personnel  health 
care  cost  projections  indicate  that  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993  costs  will  be  less  than 
originally  anticipated.  This  is  primarily  related  to  the  increased  CHAMPUS  deducti- 
ble which  reduced  the  rate  of  increase  in  CHAMPUS  costs.  While  CHAMPUS  costs 
are  50%  of  the  active  duty  health  care  budget,  approximately  64-68%  of  the  retired 
personnel  health  care  budget  is  made  up  of  CHAMPUS. 

OIL  SPILL  LIABILITY  TRUST  FUND  IMPACT  OF  BTU  TAX 

Mr.  Carr.  The  oil  spill  liability  trust  fund  is  financed  by  a  5  cent 
tax  on  each  barrel  of  oil  entering  U.S.  ports.  In  fiscal  year  1994, 
$279,900,000  in  oil  barrel  receipts  are  estimated  as  income  to  the 
fund.  What  is  the  estimated  impact  on  annual  trust  fund  revenues 
resulting  from  the  BTU  tax  proposed  by  the  administration? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  impact  the  BTU  tax  will  have  on  oil  consumption  is  unknown,  therefore,  we 
cannot  project  its  impact  upon  the  5  cent  oil  tax  revenue.  Currently,  the  most 
significant  impact  on  Trust  Fund  revenues  will  come  from  the  suspension  and 
ultimate  expiration  of  the  5  cent  oil  tax.  The  tax  is  expected  to  be  suspended  in  June 
1993  when  the  Trust  Fund  reaches  $1  billion  in  unobligated  funds  (estimated  to  be 
June  1993).  The  tax  is  scheduled  to  permanently  expire  on  31  December  1994. 

EMERGENCY  FUND /PAYMENT  OF  CLAIMS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  estimating  obligations  of  $50  million  from  the 
emergency  fund  and  $25  million  for  payment  of  claims  in  fiscal 
year  1993,  to  be  derived  from  the  trust  fund.  How  much  have  you 
obligated  for  each  of  these  two  items  thus  far  in  fiscal  year  1993? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1993  as  of  30  April,  the  Emergency  Fund  has  expended  approximately 
$9.7  million,  and  approximately  $5.4  million  has  been  expended  for  claims. 

COAST  GUARD  YARD 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  detailed  budget  for  the  Coast  Guard 
yard  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  and  delineate  which  portion  of 
the  work  is  funded  by  the  Coast  Guard  and  which  by  outside  agen- 
cies. 
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[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  is  a  detailed  budget  for  the  Coast  Guard  YARD: 

[Estimated  revenue  in  thousands  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year 
Type  of  wort 


1993  1994 


Vessel  repairs  and  alterations  (e.g.,  210  MMA,  180  SLEP,  repair  availabilities,  ordnance  overhauls, 

electronic  repairs  and  engineering  services) 42,027  46,377 

Vessel  construction 0  0 

Small  boat  repair  and  construction 1.078  602 

Buoy  fabrication 0  0 

Fabrication  of  special  items/misc.  (e.g..  Engine  test  stands,  various  equipment  prototypes,  supply  system 
support  items,  surveys  &  work  estimates  for  mature  class  cutters,  engineering  design  services,  and 

facilities  support 10,776  13,250 

Total 53,881  60,228 


To  date  in  FY  1993,  $279K  (or  about  .5  percent)  of  total  YARD  revenue  has  been 
derived  from  Other  Government  Agencies  (OGA).  For  example,  the  YARD  has 
performed  minor  repair/maintenance  and  fabrication  of  special  items  for  the  State  of 
Maryland  vessel  J  MILLARD  TAWES,  EPA  and  USN  small  boats,  and  the  David 
Taylor  Model  Basin.  Estimated  FY  1994  OGA  wrork  is  expected  to  be  in  the  same  range 
(less  than  1  percent). 

The  totals  in  this  table  are  less  than  figures  provided  in  answers  summarizing 
FY93  YARD  project  costs  because  the  FY93  YARD  budget  does  not  include  prior 
year  appropriated  ongoing  project  funding  that  will  be  executed  in  FY93. 

CG  YARD  O&M  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  265,  you  are  stating  O&M  costs  of  $2,346,000 
for  the  Yard  in  fiscal  year  1992  and  $1,777,000  in  fiscal  year  1993. 
What  accounts  for  this  significant  decrease? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  apparent  decrease  in  the  Coast  Guard  Yard's  operating  expenses  between 
fiscal  years  1992  and  1993  was  primarily  the  result  of  a  double  counting  error  of  the 
Yard's  energy  requirements  in  FY  1992.  The  fiscal  year  1992  operating  expenses 
bgise  information  listed  on  page  265  for  the  Yard  was  their  initial  budget  allocation 
and  it  included  an  extra  $500,000  for  energy.  A  subsequent  adjustment  was  made  to 
the  Yard's  funding  base  during  fiscal  year  1992  retracting  these  surplus  funds. 

CG  YARD  ONGOING  PROJECTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  ongoing  projects  at  the 
Yard,  rank-ordered  by  total  hours  estimated  for  the  project  and  the 
project  cost. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  table  shows  the  projected  FY93  labor  hours  and  costs  for  major  on- 
going projects  at  the  Coast  Guard  Yard  ranked  by  FY93  labor  hours.  Costs  include 
funds  from  both  Acquisition,  Construction  and  Improvement  (AC&I)  and  Operating 
Expense  (OE)  appropriations. 
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[In  thousands  of  hours  and  dollars] 


Rscal  years 


1993  labor       1993  project 
hours  costs 


1,079 

$58,545 

66 

3,232 

58 

2,733 

46 

3.879 

35 

1.477 

34 

2,651 

Project  Category: 

210'  WMEC  MMA  (AC&I) 

Repair  Projects  (OE) 

Production  engineering  projects  (OE) 

Electronic  repair  projects  (OE) 

ISO'  WLB  SLEP  (AC&I)  

Ordnance  overliauls  (OE) 

Total  fiscal  year  1993  projects 1,318  72,517 


These  totals  will  exceed  the  figures  provided  in  answers  that  detail  the  Yard's 
FY93  budget  because  these  costs  include  prior  year  funds  that  will  be  executed  in 
FY93. 

CG  YARD — MILITARY/CIVIUAN  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  table  showing  the  military/civilian 
mix  at  the  Coast  Guard  Yard  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  information  is  based  on  the  Personnel  Allowance  List  for  the  Yard: 

-v' .1. 


Rscal  years 

In  place.         Planned, 
1993              1994 

Military/civilian  mix: 

Military 

136              136 

Civilian 

640             640 

Total 

776             776 

OFFICER  CANDIDATE  SCHOOL 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  247,  you  are  showing  66  military  FTEs  allo- 
cated to  officer  candidate  school  in  fiscal  year  1993,  only  13  in 
fiscal  year  1994.  What  accounts  for  this  difference? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1994  officer  candidate  school  FTE  figure  on  page  247  was  based  on 
preliminary  information  and  projections.  A  more  recent  projection  indicates  that 
our  expected  FTE  consumption  for  OCS  in  FY94  will  be  approximately  33.  It  is  im- 
portant to  understand  that  since  there  are  essentially  three  OCS  clgisses  per  year, 
each  FTE  consumed  accounts  for  approximately  three  officer  candidates.  Prior  to 
FY92  the  Coast  Guard  experienced  moderate  growth  in  the  military  workforce  and 
associated  FTE  consumption.  Now  that  trend  has  ended  and  some  reduction  is  ex- 
pected. In  addition,  our  projection  for  the  FY94  officer  attrition  rate  is  based  on  the 
relatively  low  rates  that  we  are  currently  experiencing.  FY94  budget  projections 
contain  no  growth  for  the  military  workforce  and  the  number  of  officer  candidates 
has  been  adjusted  downward  accordingly. 
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ACQUISITION,  CONSTRUCTION  AND  IMPROVEMENTS — PERSONNEL 

POSITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  all  AC&I  funded  personnel 
positions  as  shown  on  pages  907-910  of  the  1993  hearing  volume 
and  explain  any  changes. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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KEY:  •  New  project 

•*  Project  workload  increase 

••*  Project  workload  decrease 

•*••  Project  complete  or  scheduled  for  completion  in  FY93 


PROJECT 


•**  180  WLB  SLEP 


LOCATION 


CIV 


210  MMA  Project 


****378  FRAM  Project 


***  Aircraft  Maintenance  and 

Management  Info  Sys  (RMMIS) 


**   Buoy  Boat  Project  ( BUSL) 


****C-130  AEW  Project 


Headquarters 

1 

1 

0 

0 

CG  Yard 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SUPCEN  Curtis  Bay 

0 

0 

0 

2 

Totals 

1 

1 

0 

2 

Headquarters 

2 

1 

0 

0 

SUPCEN  Brooklyn 

0 

0 

1 

1 

SUPCEN  Curtis  Bay 

0 

3 

9 

3 

CG  Yard 

2 

2 

0 

0 

Total s 

4 

6 

10 

4 

Headquarters 

0 

0 

0 

0 

RIO  Seattle 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ACFT  REP  &  SUPCEN 

2 

0 

0 

0 

Headquarters 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 

2 

0 

0 

0 

Headquarters 

2 

1 

0 

0 

SUPCEN  Curtis  Bay 

0 

1 

2 

0 

PRO/Bellingham.  WA 

2 

2 

3 

0 

Totals 

4 

4 

5 

0 

Headquarters 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ACFT  REP  &  SUPCEN 

0 

0 

0 

0 

AIRSTA  Clearwater 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CENPAC  Closure  Project 


Headquarters 


'*  CIUS/Harpoon  Project 


Headquarters 
MLC  LANT/PAC 
Totals 
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PROJECT 


LOCATION 


CWO 


ENL 


CIV 


COMSTA  Autonation 


ISC,  VA 


Configuration  Management 


Cockpit  Voice  Recorder  & 
Flight  Data  Recorder  (CVR/FDR) 


**   Differential  Global 

Positioning  System  (DGPS) 


DOT  Study  Group 

FLAR  Installation  Project 


Headquarters 

2 

0 

1 

SUPCEN  Curtis 

Bay 

2 

1 

2 

Totals 

4 

1 

3 

Headquarters 

0 

1 

0 

ACFT  REP  &  SUPCEN 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 

0 

1 

0 

ONSCEN.  VA 

3 

0 

0 

EECEN,  NJ 

3 

1 

8 

TRACEN.  NJ 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 

6 

1 

8 

Headquarters 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Headquarters 

1 

0 

0 

0 

ACFT  REP  &  SUPCEN 

1 

1 

6 

Totals 

2 

1 

6 

Global  Maritime  Distress  & 
Safety  System 


Headquarters 


GPS  (Aviation) 


•**  HH60  MRR  Project 


Icebreaker  Reliability 
Improvement  Project  (RIP) 


Icebreaker  Replacement 
Project  (PIR) 


'IRM  (Distributed  Computing) 


Headquarters 

1 

0 

0 

0 

ACFT  REP  &  SUPCEN 

0 

0 

1 

1 

Totals 

1 

0 

1 

1 

Headquarters 

6 

0 

1 

0 

ACFT  REP  &  SUPCEN 

0 

1 

1 

3 

Totals 

6 

1 

2 

3 

Headquarters 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Naval  Eng  Sup  Unit 

2 

0 

4 

0 

MLC  PAC 

2 

1 

0 

8 

Totals 

5 

1 

4 

8 

Headquarters 

7 

0 

1 

2 

SUPCEN  Brooklyn 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SUPCEN  Curtis  Bay 

0 

1 

0 

0 

PRO 

6 

3 

8 

0 

Totals 

13 

4 

9 

2 

EECEN.  NJ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ISC.  VA 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Law  Enforcement  Information 
System  Project  (LEIS) 


Headquarters 


MACKINAW  Project 


Headquarters 
MLC  LANT 
Totals 
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PROJECT 


LOCATION 


CWO 


ENL 


CIV 


*••  Marine  Safety  Network 
(MSN)  [HISLE] 


Headquarters 


*  Medical  Mgmt  Info  S78 

*  Migration  to  Next 
Standard  Workstation 


•*•  Motor  Lifeboat  Project  (MLB) 


•••  NORPAC  LORAN  Project 


Patrol  Boat  Project  (UPS) 
Island  &  Heritage  Classes 


Polar  Class  Console 


Headquarters 
Headquarters 
EECEN.  NJ 
Totals 

Headquarters 

PRO 

SUPCEN  Brooklyn 

SUPCEN  Curtis  Bay 

National  MLB  School 

Totals 

EECEN,  NJ 

Pacific  Area  Staff 

Totals 

Headquarters 

SUPCEN  Brooklyn 

SUPCEN  Curtis  Bay 

CO  Yard 

RIO  Lockport 

PRO 

Totals 

MLC  PAC 

Naval  Eng  Sup  Unit 

Totals 


1 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

4 

0 

0 

2 

5 

1 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

1 

5 

2 

1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

7 

0 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

0 

0 

5 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

2 

1 

0 

System  to  Automate  & 
Integrate  Logistics  (SAIL) 


Headquarters 


••••Secure  Communications 


Headquarters  0       0       0       0 

ACFT  REP  &  SUPCEN        0        0        0        0 
Totals  0       0       0       0 


•    Selected  Major  Acquisitions 


Headquarters 


••   Shore  Constructior 


••   STD  Workstation  Recompete  & 
Mini  Computer 


FD  &  CC  LANT 
FD  &  CC  PAC 
CEUs  NY,  Prov, 
Headquarters 
MLC  LANT 
MLC  PAC 
Totals 

Headquarters 
EECEN,  NJ 
ISC,  VA 
Totals 


Clev, 


13 

0 

3 

52 

10 

0 

1 

30 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

21 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29 

0 

4 

107 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

6 
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PROJECT 


TALON  Project 


LOCATION 


CO 


ENL 


CIV 


—  —  —  * 

-  -  -  _ 





Headquarters 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ACFT  REP  6  SUPCEN 

0 

0 

0 

6 

Totals 

0 

0 

0 

6 

*•   Traffic  Alert  &  Collision 
Avoidance  Sys  (TCAS) 


Headquarters 


Vessel  Traffic  System  (VTS) 


VHF-FM  Project 


••   Seagoing  Buoy  Tender  (WLB) 
Project ( s) 


Coastal  Buoy  Tender  (WLM) 
Project ( s ) 


CORE  PROGRAM  STAFF 


Headquarters 

5 

0 

0 

4 

EECEN.  NJ 

1 

0 

0 

0 

CEU  Miami 

0 

0 

0 

1 

CEU  Oakland 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Totals 

6 

0 

0 

6 

Headquarters 

1 

0 

0 

0 

ISC.   VA 

1 

1 

0 

0 

Totals 

2 

1 

0 

0 

Headquarters 

14 

1 

0 

4 

SUPCEN  Brookl 

yn 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SUPCEN  Curtis 

Bay 

0 

1 

1 

0 

PRO  (WLB) 

14 

6 

17 

0 

RTC 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 

28 

a 

18 

4 

Headquarters 

9 

1 

0 

2 

SUPCEN  Curtis 

Bay 

0 

1 

1 

0 

PRO  (WLM) 

8 

6 

18 

0 

Totals 

17 

8 

19 

2 

Headquarters 

25 

4 

7 

94 

SUPCEN  Brooklyn 

1 

3 

10 

SUPCEN  Curtis 

Bay 

1 

0 

17 

ACFT  REP  &  SUPCEN 

0 

0 

0 

ISC.  VA 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 

29 

6 

10 

121 

Grand  Total! 


196 


52 


105 


300 


KEY:  •  New  project 

••  Project  workload  increase 

•*•  Project  workload  decrease 

*•••  Project  complete  or  scheduled  for  completion  in  FY93 


NOTE:  WLB/WLM  has  been  separated  and  Waterways  project  has  been 
combined  with  Shore  Construction. 
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AVERAGE  AC&I  FTE  S 


I 


Mr.   Carr.   Also   update  the   data   on   average   AC&I   full-time 
equivalency  rate  as  shown  on  page  911  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 
[The  information  follows:] 

AC&I  AVERAGE  FTE  RATES 

Fiscal  year:  in  thousands 

1988 $48.3 

1989 50.1            , 

1990 52.7           I 

1991 54.4           ^ 

1992 56.6 

1993 60.5 

The  FTE  rates  shown  above  include  personnel  compensation  and  benefits,  and 
standard  personnel  support  costs  (operating  expense  cost  reimbursement  for  perma- 
nent change  of  station  travel,  training,  medical,  and  miscellaneous  operating  and 
maintenance  costs). 

The  apparent  extraordinary  increase  in  FY93  is  attributable  in  large  part  to 
errors  in  the  civilian  personnel  and  pay  system  data  base.  Discrepancies  in  the 
coding  of  AC&I  positions  and  funds  caused  year  end  reports  to  show  inaccurately 
low  FTE  rates  in  FY92  and  prior  years.  Errors  have  been  corrected  in  FY93  and 
regular  system  checks  will  be  conducted  in  the  future. 

AC&I  UNOBLIGATED  BALANCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  breakdown  of  all  AC&I 
unobligated  balances  in  the  same  format  as  that  which  appears  on 
pages  811-816  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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AC&I  BREAKDOWN 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  for  the  record  the  breakdown  of  all 
AC&I  new  budget  authority,  obligations  and  unobligated  balances 
similar  to  the  information  displayed  on  page  817  of  the  1993  hear- 
ing volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  presentation  updates/corrects  material  on  page  260  of  the  FY  1994  Justifica- 
tions. 

ACQUISITION,  CONSTRUCTION  AND  IMPROVEMENTS  BUDGET  AUTHORITY/OBLIGATIONS/UNOBLIGATED 

BALANCES 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

New  budget  oblioation-;  Unobligated 

authority  ooiigatHMis  ,^13^ 

Fiscal  years: 

1982  ' 684,000  449,769  317,352 

1983 400,000  435,491  290,861 

1984  2 669,000  435,625  531,435 

1985 374,200  505,122  411,024 

1986 » 218,806  359,862  273,206 

1987* 298,000  367,555  203,293 

1988 247,000  363,727  80,083 

1989* 435,800  379,587  135,407 

1990 444,164  415,953  172,268 

1991 « 411,326  388,654  193,801 

1992^ 401,500  295,252  296,562 

1993 « 340,000  '"  473,500  •"  163,000 

1994  9 10  414,000  •»  455,000  '"  122,000 

'  Includes  $300M  from  FY82  DOD  Appropriation  Act  (PL  97-114). 
2  Includes  $300M  from  FY84  DOD  Appropriation  Act  (PL  98-212) 
'  Includes  $9,3M  reduction  for  balanced  budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  (iintrol  Act  of  1985  (PL  99-177) 

*  Includes  $89M  from  the  Omnibus  Drug  Act  capital  funding  as  appropriated  in  the  FY   1987  continuing  resolution   (P.L  99-591). 
>  Includes  $100M  from  the  Anti-drug  Abuse  Act  of  1988  and  $50.3M  from  FY89  DOD  Military  (iHistruction  Appropriation. 

«  Includes  $5M  from  FY91  DOD  Appropriation  Act  (PL  101-511). 

'  Includes  $33  822M  derived  from  the  Oil  Spill  Uability  Trust  Fund  [OSLTF]  plus  $11.5¥  from  the  Hurricane  Andrew  and  Hurricane  Iniki 
emergency  supplemental  appropriation. 

*  Includes  $35.6M  derived  from  the  OSLTF. 
» Includes  $20.0¥  derived  from  the  OSLTF. 
'"Estimate. 

AC&I  OUTYEAR  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  chart  that  shows  costs  for  each  AC&I 
budget  line  item  for  each  fiscal  year  1994  through  1998,  similar  to 
the  information  displayed  on  pages  819-820  of  the  1993  hearing 
volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  tables  show  projected  outyear  costs  for  AC&I  projects  for  which 
funds  are  requested  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  budget.  However,  it  must  be  noted  that 
the  Administration  has  not  yet  approved,  as  part  of  subsequent  budget  submissions 
by  the  President,  the  AC&I  listing  for  Fiscal  years  1995-1998.  These  lien  items  must 
subsequently  compete  with  other  pressing  budgetary  needs  for  funding.  In  addition, 
it  should  be  noted  that  outyear  cost  estimates  will  be  revised  as  necessary  over  time, 
to  reflect  among  other  things  refinement  of  cost  estimates  based  on  subsequently 
completed  design  work,  refinement  of  procurement  strategies,  contract  award,  and 
changes  in  acquisition  schedules.  We  are  providing  specific  data  in  accordance  with 
latest  project  updates  as  requested,  but  do  so  with  the  clear  understanding  that 
there  will  be  changes. 
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MAJOR  ACQUISITION  PROJECTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  list  of  all  Coast  Guard  major  acquisi- 
tion projects,  grouped  by  level,  similar  to  the  information  displayed 
on  page  821  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  lists  all  of  the  Coast  Guard's  projects  which  have  been  designated 
as  major  acquisitions. 

Project  Designation 

Medium  range  recovery  (MRR)  helicopter  Operations  Bahamas  and  Turks  &  Caicos  (OPBAT)  replacement Level 

Patrol  boat  capability  replacement Level 

Seagoing  buoy  tender  (WLB)  replacement Level 

Coastal  buoy  tender  (WLM)  replacement Level 

Polar  icebreaker  replacement Level 

Vessel  traffic  service  (VTS)  2000 Level 

210^  WMEC  major  maintenance  availability  (MMA) Level 

Standard  workstation  III Level 

Buoy  boat  (BUSL)  replacement Level 

Surface  search  radar  (SSR)  replacement Level 

Marine  information  for  safety  and  lawf  enforcement  (MISLE) 

Motor  Lifeboat  (MLB)  replacement Level 

Long  Range  Command  and  Control  Aircraft  (LRCCA) Level 

Traffic  Alert  and  Collision  Avoidance  System  (TCAS) Level 

ftH-65A  Helicopter  Operated  Shipboard  Tiedown  System  (TALON) Level 


FRAM  COSTS  AND  MANHOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  information  on  pages  821-822  of  the 
1993  hearing  volume  relating  to  FRAM  costs  and  manhours. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  information  relating  to  FRAM  costs  and  manhours  is  as  follows: 
FRAME  COST  AND  MANHOURS  FOR  EACH  HULL 

[Amounts  in  millions] 
Cutter  Mantiours  '  Cost  ^ 

Bath  Iron  Works: 

Hamilton 

Dallas 

Chase 

Gallatin 

Todd  Shipyard; 

Mellon 

Sherman 

Monro , 

Boutwell 

Rush 

Morgenthau 

Jarvis 

Midgett 

'  Direct  lalMr. 

'  Includes  latwr  and  material  charges. 

^  Ijst  year's  figure  was  estimated.  Tliis  is  actual  final  cost. 


1.96 

$81.7 

1.76 

67.3 

1.42 

64.5 

1.30 

63.7 

1.70 

79.9 

1.40 

70.2 

1.20 

58.7 

1.01 

53.5 

0.95 

52.7 

0.89 

51.3 

0.90 

54.8 

0.89 

=»56.4 
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WLB  FINANCIAL  SUMMARY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  WLB  financial  summary  shown  on 
page  822  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 
[The  information  follows:] 

WLB  FINANCIAL  SUMMARY  IN  THEN-YEAR  DOLLARS 

Funding  Vessel  ordered 

Fiscal  year: 

1991 2,000,000  0 

1992 66,500,000  0 

1993 1,000,000  1 

1994 45,000,000  2 

1995 34,500,000  1 

1996 39,800,000  1 

1997 150,000,000-165,000,000  4 

1998 156,000,000-171,000,000  4 

1999 125,000,000-135,000,000  3 

2000 19,000,000  0 

2001 10,100,000  0 

2002 4,300,000  0 


The  financial  summary  provided  is  based  on  the  recent  lead  ship  contract  and 
current  production  contract  estimates.  Ranges  reflect  uncertainty  associated  with 
outyear  cost  estimates.  Actual  costs  will  be  determined  by  competitive  bid.  The 
WLB  replacement  fleet  size  has  been  tentatively  established  at  16  ships,  and  will  be 
revalidated  prior  to  production  contract  award. 

WLB  MAINTENANCE  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  compare  average  annual  WLB  maintenance 
costs  for  fiscal  years  1990,  1991,  and  1992,  similar  to  the  display  on 
page  823  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 

1990  1991  1992 

Maintenance  hours/cutter ^. 3,139  2,724  2,379 

Maintenance  $/cutter $584,000      $507,000      $498,000 


Maintenance  hours  reflect  time  during  which  the  cutter  is  not  in  an  operational 
status  and  is  dedicated  to  maintenance  and  repair.  After  growth  from  $319,000  to 
$584,000  from  1988  to  1990,  both  maintenance  hours  and  maintenance  expenditures 
per  cutter  have  decreased  since  1990  with  completion  of  the  WLB  re-engining/ship's 
service  generator  renewal  project,  as  shown  in  the  table  above. 

WLB  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  WLB  schedule  information  provided 
on  page  823  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  contract  for  lead  ship  design  and  construction  was  awarded  on  28  January 
1993.  A  protest  was  filed  by  one  of  the  offerors  on  8  February  1993.  The  protest  was 
withdrawn  by  the  offeror  after  reviewing  the  source  selection  documentation.  The 
effective  contract  award  date  was  adjusted  to  18  February  1993  to  compensate  for 
time  lost  as  a  result  of  the  "stop  work"  requirement  during  the  period  of  the  pro- 
test. 


1144 

We  expect  lead  ship  delivery  in  1st  quarter  FY96,  with  a  start  date  for  construc- 
tion in  1st  quarter  FY94. 

WLB  PROJECT  RESIDENT  OFFICE  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  project  resident  office  staffing  plan 
by  fiscal  year,  similar  to  the  information  provided  on  page  824  of 
the  1993  hearing  volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  WLB  Project  Resident  Office  was  established  at  Marinette  Marine  Corpora- 
tion on  May  7,  1993  with  the  staff  shown  below. 

WLB  PRO  STAFFING  (IN  FTE)  BY  FISCAL  YEAR 


Commis- 


Warrant 


sioned         "„„"'         Enlisted         Civilian  Total 


officers 


officers 


1993-2000 14      6     17      0     37 

2000-2002 14      6     14      0     34 


WLM  FINANCIAL  SUMMARY  AND  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  WLM  financial  summary  and  acqui- 
sition schedule  as  shown  on  page  825  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Funding  Vessels  ordered 

Fiscal  year: 

1991 $550,000  0 

1992 3,000,000  0 

1993 23,000,000  1 

1994 1,700,000  0 

1995 94,000,000  4 

1996 121,000,000  5 

1997 100,000,000  4 

1998 1,200,000  0 

1999 1,200,000  0 

2000 1,200,000  0 

2001 1,200,000  0 

2002 500,000 0 

Total  1991-2002 '  348,550,000        14 

'  The  WLM  project  is  currently  in  the  source  selectiori  process  for  the  lead  ship   Funding  requirements  will  be  revised  when  actual  data  is 
available  after  contract  award. 

The  current  WLM  acquisition  schedule  approved  by  the  Transportation  Systems 
Acquisition  Review  Council  (TSARC)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  follows: 

Draft  RFP  completed May  1991 

Release  Draft  RFP  for  industry  comment June  1991 

Issue  Solicitation  for  Lead  Ship  design  and  construction July  1992 

Proposals  Received December  1992 

Lead  Ship  Design  and  Construction  Award 3rd  Qtr  FY  93 

Lead  Ship  Delivered FY  96 

Test  of  Lead  Ship  Completed FY  96 

Exercise  Initial  Option  Vessels O 

Delivery  of  first  option  vessel (*) 

Exercise  Production  Option  Vessels FY  96 

Delivery  of  first  production  vessel FY  00 

Delivery  of  last  production  vessel 
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« 

'  The  TSARC  approved  acquisition  strategy  includes  an  option  continuum  whereby  various 
option  combinations  for  up  to  14  ships  may  be  exercised  at  any  point  between  approx.  300  to 
1395  days  after  contract  award. 

2  The  first  option  vessel  is  to  be  delivered  720  days  after  option  award. 

WLM  PROJECT  RESIDENT  OFFICE  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  project  resident  office  staffing  plan 
by  fiscal  year  for  the  WLM  project,  as  shown  on  page  826  of  1993 
hearing  volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 

WLM  PRO  STAFFING  (IN  FTE)  BY  FISCAL  YEAR 


Commis- 


Warrant 


sioned  "J';'         Enlisted         Civilian  Total 


officer 


officer 


Fiscal  year: 

1992 

1993-1998.. 
1998-2002.. 


5 

0 

0 

0 

5 

13 

6 

18 

0 

37 

13 

6 

13 

0 

32 

The  Project  Resident  Office  will  be  transferred  to  the  successful  contractor's  ship- 
yard immediately  after  the  contract  is  awarded. 

WMEC-210  CUTTER  OVERHAUL  PROJECT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  estimated  unit  cost  and  manhours 
for  the  210-foot  cutter  overhaul  project,  similar  to  the  data  provid- 
ed on  page  841  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  updated  schedule  of  estimated  unit  cost  and  manhours  for  the  210-foot  cutter 
overhaul  project  is  as  follows: 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 
Project  numtier  and  hull Total  cost  ^ffi^'        ^^^^^^^  Completed 

A-1      USCGC  Active $18.15 

A-2      USCGC  Confidence 18.75 

A-3      USCGC  Reliance 19.84 

A-4      USCGC  Vigilant 20.50 

A-5      USCGC  Diligence 21.10 

B-1      USCGC  Durable 30.16 

B-2      USCGC  Courageous 29.56 

B-3      USCGC  Vigorous 21.70 

B-4      USCGC  Valiant 22.60 

B-5      USCGC  Steadfast 22.20 

B-6      USCGC  Alert 22.60 

B-7      USCGC  Dauntless 22.60 

B-8      USCGC  Venturous 22.96 

B-9      USCGC  Resolute 22.96 

B-10    USCGC  Dependable 23.31 

B-11    USCGC  Decisive 23.31 

Mr.  Carr.  Also  provide  a  schedule  by  hull  for  the  210-foot  cutter 
overhaul  project  that  includes  dates  delivered  to  and  from  the  ship- 


85-87 

338 

February  1987 

86-88 

326 

June  1988 

87-89 

350 

January  1989 

89-90 

359 

August  1990 

90-91 

334 

March  1992 

86-89 

763 

January  1989 

87-90 

817 

March  1990 

91-92 

356 

January  1993 

92-93 

359  .... 

92-93 

359  .... 

93-94 

359  .... 

93-94 

359  .... 

94-95 

359 

94-95 

359 

95 

359  .... 

95 

359  .... 
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yard.  Also  include  estimates  for  future  milestones  that  have  not 
yet  been  reached. 

Mr.  Carr.  Provide  a  detailed  breakout  of  the  1994  budget  request 
by  hull  number. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  schedules  are  as  follows: 

210'  MAJOR  MAINTENANCE  AVAILABILITY  (MMA)  PROJECT  DELIVERY  SCHEDULE 


Cutter  name 


Hull  No.      MMA  No.      Delivered  to  shipyard 


Delvered  from 
shipyard 


"A"  Oass: 

Active 618 

Confidence 619 

Reliance 615 

Vigilant; 617 

Diligence 616 

"B"  Qass: 

Durable 628 

Courageous 622 

Vigorous 627 

Valiant 621 

Steadfast 623 

Alert 630 

Dauntless 624 

Venturous  (WMEC  625) 625 

Resolute 620 

Dependable 626 

Decisive 629 


A-1 

October  1984 

February  1987 

A-2 

October  1986 

June  1988 

A-3 

April  1987 

January  1989 

A-4 

February  1989 

August  1990 

A-5 

September  1990 

March  1992 

B-1 

October  1986 

January  1989 

B-2 

March  1987 

March  1990 

B-3 

June  1991 

January  1993 

B-4 

December  1991 

'  July  1993 

B-5 

June  1992 

» January  1994 

B-6 

January  1993 

>  May  1994 

B-7 

'  July  1993 

'  February  1995 

B-8 

>  January  1994 

•  September  1995 

B-9 

» August  1994 

'  April  1996 

8-10 

'  February  1995 

•  October  1996 

B-11 

>  September  1995 

'  March  1997 

■  Estimate 


FISCAL  YEAR  1994  BUDGET  REQUEST  BY  HULL  NUMBER 

[In  millions  at  dollars] 


Cutter 


MMA  No.     Production    Material'     Support'     Contract  =>       Total 


Dauntless  (WMEC  624) B-7  $2.0 

Venturous B-8  13.6 

Resolute  (WMEC  620) B-9  11.6 

Totals 27.2 


$0.2 

$0.6 

$0.4 

$3.2 

5.4 

1.2 

0.8 

21.0 

5.4 

1.2 

0.8 

19.0 

11.0 


3.0 


2.0 


43.2 


'  Material  covers  all  material  costs,  twth  Long  Lead  Time  Material  (LLTM)  and  production  material. 

*  Support  costs  include  Supply  Center  Cufiis  Bay  onload/provisioning,  funds  lor  MMA  electronics,  administrative  growth  and  miscellaneous. 

^Contract  costs  include  YARD  support  contracts  for  various  services  such  as  cleaning  and  firewatches 

CGC  YOCONA  RE-ENGINING  PROJECT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  Y(X)ONA  re-engining  project  sched- 
ule, and  explain  any  changes  from  the  schedule  portrayed  on  page 
846  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  is  an  updated  CGC  YOCONA  Re-engining  Project  schedule: 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


Event 


Start 


Finish 


Revise  project  management  plan . 
Determine  engine  requirement 


April  1993 
October  1991 


August  1993 
April  1993 
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PROJECT  SCHEDULE— Continued 


Event 


Start 


Finish 


Issue  engine  removal  MIPR February  1993  March  1993 

Complete  engine  removals  from  USN  submarines March  1993  July  1994 

Issue  engine  upgrade/support  MIPR April  1993  June  1993 

Execute  engine  upgrade/support  MIPR 

Develop  installation  specifications May  1993  October  1993 

Perform  engine  upgrade October  1993  December  1994 

Develop  tech  support/provision May  1993  December  1994 

Locate,  procure,  modify  propeller  generators May  1993  December  1994 

Set-up,  test  generator  sets January  1994  December  1994 

Solicit  installation  contractors September  1994  December  1994 

Award  installation  contract December  1994  January  1995 

Install  and  test  engines February  1995  June  1995 


All  changes  to  the  previous  project  schedule  are  due  to  the  recent  discovery  of 
excess  U.S.  Navy  main  diesel  engines  identical  to  engines  installed  on  Coast  Guard 
Cutter  ACUSHNET  in  1983.  The  excess  engines  are  from  decommissioned  U.S. 
Navy  submarines  and  are  fully  supported  by  the  Federal  Supply  System,  but  they 
will  require  overhaul  and  upgrades  to  make  them  suitable  for  installation  on  CGC 
YOCONA.  Based  on  rough  initial  estimates  for  the  overhauls,  upgrades  and  lifecycle 
costs  of  these  Navy  engines,  their  use  would  be  more  cost  effective  than  procuring 
new  engines.  The  exact  savings  in  acquisition  costs  and  the  difference  in  mainte- 
nance costs  for  this  alternative  are  being  developed. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  cockpit  voice  recorder  and  flight 
data  recorder  installation  schedule  shown  on  page  854  of  the  1993 
hearing  volume  and  explain  any  differences. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  cockpit  voice  recorder  (CVR)  and  flight  data  recorder  (FDR)  installation 
schedule  is  as  follows: 


CVR/FDR  ACQUISITION  INSTALLATION  SCHEDULE 


1994 


Fiscal  year 


1995 


1996 


1997 


Total 


HH-65A 

HU-25A/B/C. 

VC  Aircraft 

HH-60J 


12 


35 
22 


40 
19 


15 


28 


95 
41 
>2 
43 


Total.. 


14 


57 


74 


36 


181 


>  This  reflects  the  current  aircraft  status.  A  replacement  Long  Range  Command  and  Control  (LRCCA)  aircraft  would  not  require  installation  since 
the  LRCCA  aircraft  plans  call  for  it  to  be  CVR/FDR  equipped.  In  that  case  the  requirement  would  be  1, 

The  differences  between  this  schedule  and  the  one  provided  last  year  involve  the 
HH-65  and  HH-60J  aircraft  installations.  HH-65  installations  have  slipped  because 
we  did  not  complete  the  Non-Recurring  Engineering  (NRE)  work  on  schedule.  NRE 
is  basically  the  design  and  development  of  common  CVR/FDR  software  modules  for 
all  aircraft  and  it  required  more  time  than  anticipated.  Also,  we  originally  planned 
an  aggressive  installation  schedule  in  FY95  that  included  all  HH-65  aircraft  going 
through  the  Programmed  Depot  Maintenance  (PDM)  line  plus  some  field  installa- 
tions. Due  to  the  slower  start  now  in  FY94  we  have  decided  against  field  installa- 
tions in  FY95. 

The  HH-60J  installation  schedule,  on  the  other  hand,  has  been  accelerated.  In- 
stallation time  will  be  less  than  originally  planned  because  this  aircraft  is  partially 
outfitted  with  the  required  flight  control  sensors  and  wiring.  The  total  number  of 
HH-60J  installations  has  also  been  decreased  to  reflect  the  revised  acquisition  total 
of  43  aircraft. 
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FAMILY  HOUSING 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  construction  and  occupancy  sched- 
ule shown  on  page  902  of  the  1993  hearing  volume. 
[The  information  follows:] 


Location/state 


Fiscal  year  1990: 

Key  West,  FL 

Southwest  Hartwr,  ME 

Fiscal  year  1991: 

Kodiak,  AK 

St.  Ignace,  Ml 

Astoria,  OR— Phase  I 

Fiscal  year  1992: 

Kodiak,  AK 

Pt  Vicente,  CA 

Long  Is  Sound,  CT 

Chetco  River,  OR 

Depoe  Bay,  OR 

Ocracoke,  NC 

San  Juan,  PR— Phase  I 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

San  Juan,  PR— Phase  II 

Grp  Astoria,  OR— Phase  II 

Grp  Sandy  Hook,  NJ 

Base  Honolulu,  Hi-Phase  I 

Notes— Changes  in  Schedule. 

(1)  Awaiting  water  and  stormwater  permit  approvals. 

(2)  Site  acquisition  (2  year  delay). 

(3)  Project  cancelled. 

(4)  Ocracoke   housing   was   attached   to   National   Park   Service    (NPS)    housing   project. 


Number 
units 

Estimate,  begin 
construction 

Estimate  occupancy 

100 

October  1991 

>  December  1994 

6 

March  1991 

March  1992 

40 

May  1991 

October  1993 

12 

September  1993 

2  September  1994 

72 

May  1992 

April  1994 

20 

November  1991 

November  1993 

0 

Cancelled 

(') 

32 

Purchased 

June  1992 

5 

Purchased 

January  1992 

5 

Purchased 

April  1992 

0 

Deferred 

C) 

72 

September  1992 

November  1994 

40 

October  1992 

November  1994 

54 

May  1992 

April  1994 

37 

September  1993 

April  1995 

18 

September  1993 

September  1994 

NPS   did    not    receive    FY    1992    funding. 


RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT,  TEST,  AND  EVALUATION  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  is  requesting  a  total  of  $25  million  in 
fiscal  year  1994  for  its  research  and  development  activities.  This  is 
a  reduction  of  $2,815,000  from  the  amount  appropriated  in  1993.  Of 
the  total,  $7,840,000  is  requested  for  personnel  and  related  costs. 
These  costs  have  increased  by  19  percent  in  1992,  7  percent  in  1993, 
and  by  a  total  of  29  percent  from  1991  to  1994.  Why  are  these  costs 
increasing  so  much  and  by  so  much  more  than  the  overall  pro- 
gram? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  two  major  reasons  for  the  noted  increase.  First,  the  nature  of  R&D 
work  is  multi-year  (projects  started  in  one  year  normally  continue  into  one  or  more 
follow-on  years),  so  the  change  from  increased  project  funding  in  one  year  to  a  de- 
crease in  the  following  year  does  not  result  in  an  immediate,  commensurate  person- 
nel reduction.  Also,  there  is  not  a  linear  relationship  between  ability  to  take  on  ad- 
ditional project  work  and  staffing  levels. 

Second,  and  more  specifically,  we  have  changed  our  basis  for  estimating  personnel 
costs  to  increase  accuracy.  In  lieu  of  applying  a  cost  of  living  adjustment  to  the  over- 
all funding  level,  we  are  not  calculating  specific  personnel  costs  by  position/billet. 
This  has  resulted  in  a  one-time  adjustment  in  our  FY94  request  to  rebaseline  per- 
sonnel costs. 

RDT&E  STAFFINO 

Mr.  Carr.  Page  181  of  the  justification  material  indicates  there 
are  54  military  and  93  civilian  personnel  associated  with  the  pro- 
gram. Page  208  indicates  there  are  46  military  and  90  civilian  full- 
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time  equivalents  for  the  R&D  activity.  Are  both  statements  accu- 
rate? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  number  stated  in  the  FY  94  budget  justification  on  personnel  matters  are  ac- 
curate. The  54  military  and  93  civilian  personnel  shown  on  page  181  represent  full- 
time  permanent  (FTP)  positions.  On  page  208,  the  48  military  and  90  civilian  per- 
sonnel refer  to  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  for  the  R&D  program. 

TQM  PRACTICES  IN  RDT&E  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Explain  the  total  quality  management  practices  and 
measurements  employed  in  the  research  and  development  pro- 
gram. 

[The  information  follows:] 

RDT&E  program  Total  Quality  Management  practices  look  to  improve  quality  by 
focusing  on  five  areas:  Customer  Focus,  Total  Involvement,  Measurement,  Systemat- 
ic Support,  and  Continuous  Improvement. 

Regarding  customer  focus  and  total  involvement,  the  RDT&E  program  executes 
project  work  only  in  areas  requested  by  its  customers,  the  Coast  Guard  operating 
and  support  programs.  A  Project  Development  Board  (PDB),  consisting  of  deputy 
program  directors,  reviews  and  recommends  prioritization  of  projects  for  a  budget 
year.  The  R&D  Center  develops  a  detailed  proposal  for  the  candidate  projects.  The 
proposal  is  reviewed  by  the  sponsor  to  ensure  adequacy  and  for  preparation  of 
budget  request  documents  for  PDB  action. 

A  Natural  Working  Group  (NWG),  consisting  of  various  stakeholders,  is  engaged 
in  revising  the  governing  instruction  for  the  process  of  hemdling  RDT&E  work. 
While  we  are  still  formulating  measures  of  quality  for  the  RDT&E  program,  the 
new  process  makes  provision  for  measurement.  We  are  seeking  measures  relating 
cost  and  benefit  resulting  from  RDT&E,  although  benefits  are  often  difficult  to 
quantify  for  RDT&E.  It  can  be  years  between  the  start  of  RDT&E  and  delivery  of 
benefit  (i.e.,  Coast  Guard  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS)  research,  that  led  to  the 
concept  for  a  nationwide  Differential  GPS,  was  begun  in  the  early  eighties  and  im- 
plementation is  only  now  taking  place).  Also,  measures  for  RDT&E  must  be  related 
to  operating  and  support  programs'  measures  of  effectiveness  to  quantify  benefits. 

Systematic  support  requires  management  to  lead  and  reinforce  the  quality  effort 
throughout  the  RDT&E  program.  The  Chief  of  Staff  chartered  the  PDB  for  budget 
development  and  increased  involvement  in  the  RDT&E  process.  Planning  docu- 
ments and  procedures,  such  as  the  Project  Managers'  Handbook,  R&D  Center  Orga- 
nization and  Procedures  Manual,  and  the  Headquarters  Instruction  for  Research 
and  Development  have  been  developed  through  committed  group  quality  improve- 
ment efforts.  Finally,  project  execution  now  requires  sponsor  involvement  in  imple- 
mentation and  execution  plans  and  increasingly  involves  direction  by  a  guidance 
team  drawn  from  sponsoring  activities. 

Working  with  its  customers,  the  program  will  review  its  business  processes  and 
procedures  and  attempt  to  continuously  improve  them,  its  customer  focus,  and  its 
ability  to  measure  the  state  of  its  program. 

IG  REPORT  ON  RDT&E  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  A  recent  Department  of  Transportation  Inspector  Gen- 
eral's report  (No.  R2-CG-3-028)  issued  January  21,  1993,  was  criti- 
cal of  the  management  of  the  Coast  Guard's  research  and  develop- 
ment program.  The  report  reached  the  following  conclusions: 

The  Coast  Guard  did  not  exercise  adequate  financial  control 
over  its  R&D  programs  and  project  funds. 

The  Coast  Guard  may  have  violated  congressional  intent 
with  respect  to  fund  transfers  and  reprogramming  notifica- 
tions. 

Internal  control  deficiencies  that  remained  uncorrected  for 
more  than  four  years  developed  into  material  weaknesses  re- 
portable to  the  President  and  Congress  under  the  Federal 
Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act. 
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The  report  made  nine  recommendations,  including  the  following: 
Revise  the  Coast  Guard  Manual  of  Budgetary  Administra- 
tion, the  project  officer's  handbook  and  the  Office  of  Engineer- 
ing's Organization  and  Procedures  Manual. 

Reconcile  all  research  program  accounts  to  determine  if  a 
negative  balance  existed  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1991. 

Assure  compliance  with  the  modified  fiscal  year  1992  con- 
gressional reprogramming  procedures. 

Report  the  material  internal  control  weaknesses  as  required 
by  the  FMFIA. 
Please  respond  to  each  recommendation  of  the  IG's  report,  indi- 
cating the  Coast  Guard  position  and  what  actions  have  been  taken 
to  assure  no  reoccurrence. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Although  the  Coast  Guard  took  exception  to  several  of  the  specific  findings  of  the 
report,  we  concurred  with  the  recommendations  and  have  taken  the  following  cor- 
rective actions: 

1.  Revise  the  Coast  Guard  Manual  to  reflect  fully  the  current  Federal  Appropria- 
tions Law  relating  to  the  transfer  of  funds  between  appropriations. 

Action  taken:  The  Coast  Guard  is  in  the  process  of  doing  this.  A  draft  revision  to 
the  Manual  of  Budgetary  Administration,  retitled  as  the  Financial  Resource  Man- 
agement Manual,  has  been  developed. 

2.  Ensure  that  when  the  RDT&E  appropriation  renders  services  which  benefit  the 
OE  appropriation,  the  Change  in  Financial  Plan  clearly  identifies  that  the  funds 
relate  to  OE  work. 

Action  taken:  The  Coast  Guard  has  implemented  a  new  process  for  the  forwarding 
of  OE  funds  to  the  Research  and  Development  Center  that  requires  a  panel  review 
and  a  decision  memo  to  authorize  the  transaction  as  being  an  appropriate  OE  ex- 
pense. 

3.  Require  the  Center's  Finance  and  Supply  Branch  and  Office  of  Engineering 
staff  to  perform  a  total  reconciliation  of  all  RDT&E  program  accounts  with  the  Fi- 
nance Center  PES  Reports  prior  to  any  further  transfer  or  reprogramming  of  funds. 
The  reconciliation  should  be  performed  in  accordance  with  Finance  Center's  latest 
Standard  Operating  Procedures. 

Action  taken:  A  total  reconciliation  has  been  completed  in  accordance  with  exist- 
ing procedures. 

4.  Require  the  Office  of  Engineering  and  the  Center's  Appropriation  Manager  to 
determine  promptly  the  balance  in  the  RDT&E  account  at  the  end  of  FY  1991.  If  it 
is  determined  that  a  negative  balance  exists,  arrangements  should  be  made  for  re- 
porting in  accordance  with  31  U.S.  Code  Section  1351. 

Action  taken:  The  total  reconciliation  showed  that  a  positive  balance  for  the  ap- 
propriation existed  at  the  end  of  FY  1991. 

5.  Require  the  Office  of  Engineering  and  the  CBU  to  comply  with  the  modified  FY 
1992  Congressional  reprogramming  procedures. 

Action  taken:  A  panel  review  process  prior  to  any  reprogramming  action  has  been 
implemented.  This  review  process  incorporates  the  FY  1992  Congressional  repro- 
gramming criteria.  The  panel  is  comprised  of  representatives  from  the  Office  of  the 
Resource  Director/Comptroller. 

6.  Require  the  Center  to  continue  using  the  current  Handbook  until  the  updated 
version  has  been  approved. 

Action  taken:  The  R&D  Center  has  distributed  a  new  approved  version  of  the 
Project  Management  Handbook. 

7.  Require  the  Office  of  Engineering  to  upgrade  its  Organization  Manual  to  reflect 
the  current  operating  structure. 

Action  taken:  The  Organization  and  Procedures  Manual  has  been  updated. 

8.  Advise  the  Center  of  the  need  to  submit  status  reports  which  thoroughly  and 
objectively  describe  project  conditions. 

Action  taken:  The  Office  of  Engineering,  Logistics,  and  Development  insists  that 
complete  and  accurate  information  is  provided  in  the  status  reports  and  will  contin- 
ue to  require  such  from  the  R&D  Center. 
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9.  Report  the  material  internal  control  weaknesses  disclosed  in  this  report  to  the 
Secretary  for  inclusion  in  the  Secretary's  annual  report  to  the  President  and  Con- 
gress, as  required  by  the  FMFIA. 

Action  taken:  The  Coast  Guard  has  included  the  deficiencies  noted  in  the  audit  in 
its  FY  1992  annual  submission  under  the  FMFIA. 

BUDGETARY  ADMINISTRATION  MANUAL  REVISION 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  you  revise  the  budgetary  administration  manual 
to  comply  with  federal  appropriations  law  which  requires  statutory 
authority  to  transfer  funds  from  one  appropriation  account  to  an- 
other? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  recently  issued  revised  internal  guidance  which  specifically  pro- 
hibits the  mixing  for  transfer  of  funds  from  one  appropriation  to  another.  This  in- 
formation was  published  16  April  1993  as  a  Commandants  Instruction  entitled  "Pur- 
pose and  Use  of  Appropriations"  (COMDTINST  7300.6)  to  ensure  compliance  with 
federal  appropriations  law.  The  guidance  provided  tightens  existing  language  re- 
garding the  use  of  appropriations  and  requires  the  responsible  authority  to  notify 
the  Coast  Guard's  Resource  Director  if  concurrent  AC&I  and  OE  funded  projects  are 
undertaken  in  the  same  vessel,  structure,  or  contiguous  area.  This  latter  require- 
ment is  new  and  is  intended  to  ensure  that  funding  of  each  project  is  kept  separate, 
even  though  each  may  be  executed  under  the  same  contract  as  a  cost  savings  meas- 
ure. This  Commandants  Instruction  will  be  incorporated  into  a  new  manual  entitled 
the  Financial  Resource  Management  Manual  (FRMM)  which  will  be  the  successor  to 
the  Budgetary  Administration  Manual  (BAM). 

AC&I  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  fiscal  year  1992,  the  Coast  Guard's  Appropria- 
tions Act  has  identified  a  specific  portion  of  its  Acquisition,  Con- 
struction, and  Improvements  (AC&I)  funds  to  be  used  for  related 
staffing  costs.  Generally,  the  AC&I  fund  is  used  to  pay  for  the  agen- 
cy's major  acquisitions,  such  as  purchasing  new  vessels,  aircraft, 
and  facilities. 

How  does  the  Coast  Guard  determine  which  of  its  staff  should  be 
funded  through  the  AC&I  account?  How  does  it  ensure  that  the 
fund  is  supporting  the  proper  staff? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  determine  the  funding  sources  for  all  Coast  Guard  personnel  during  the 
annual  budget  build  process.  AC&I  staff  billets  and  positions  are  reviewed  on  an  in- 
dividual basis  each  year  because  AC&I  Personnel  and  Related  Costs  funding  is  pro- 
vided in  a  one  year  appropriation.  There  is  no  base  of  AC&I  staff. 

We  do  however  separate  AC&I  personnel  into  two  categories,  project  staff  and 
core  staff.  Project  staff  support  a  single  AC&I  project  and  these  billets  and  positions 
have  expiration  dates  that  coincide  with  the  completion  of  the  associated  project. 
For  example,  we  would  create  a  billet  for  a  project  officer  to  manage  a  major  AC&I 
project  until  it  was  completed  and  then  the  billet  would  be  deleted. 

Core  staff  do  not  have  specific  expiration  dates  and  they  are  provided  to  programs 
with  continuing  and/or  overlapping  responsibilities  for  AC&I  project  execution.  For 
example,  we  have  a  core  staff  of  civil  engineers  to  execute  the  ongoing  AC&I  shore 
construction  program  that's  made  up  of  dozens  of  relatively  short  terrn  new  projects 
each  year.  We  also  have  core  staffs  of  procurement  and  contract  specialists  who  ad- 
minister contracts  for  multiple  projects. 

In  addition  to  the  yearly  review  during  the  budget  build,  the  Coast  Guard  has  an 
AC&I  Appropriation  manager  who  ensures  that  AC&I  funds  are  supporting  the 
proper  staff  by  monitoring  personnel  and  accounting  actions. 

In  a  recent  draft  audit  report,  GAO  identified  deficiencies  in  our  internal  controls 
for  managing  the  AC&I  Personnel  and  Related  Costs  account.  The  weaknesses  pri- 
marily involved  cases  where  auditors  found  personnel  funded  under  operating  ex- 
penses who  were  providing  some  support  for  AC&I  projects.  In  response  to  the  GAO 
audit,  we  have  initiated  an  effort  to  identify  and  implement  improvements  to  AC&I 
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personnel  management  and  funding  procedures  to  ensure  the  proper  accounting  for 
all  AC&I  project  support  costs. 

Mr.  Carr.  Coast  Guard  officials  have  stated  that  the  Coast  Guard 
does  not  beHeve  that  the  top  officers  in  the  Office  of  Acquisition 
should  be  funded  through  the  AC&I  account.  If  that  is  true,  why 
does  the  request  for  AC&I  staffing  funds  say  that  the  funds  will  be 
used  for  "administration"  of  AC&I  projects? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Office  of  Acquisition  is  responsible  for  procurements  of  goods  and  services 
which  may  be  funded  from  any  authorized  appropriation.  For  example,  the  Office  of 
Acquisition  is  currently  involved  in  establishing  a  multiyear  contract  worth  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  for  replacing  PC  type  computers  in  the  Coast  Guard.  The 
majority  of  the  funds  that  will  be  expended  on  this  contract  will  be  from  the  Oper- 
ating Expenses  (OE)  appropriation. 

The  Coast  Guard  would  still  need  an  acquisition  activity  and  command  staff  in 
the  total  absence  of  AC&I  funding.  The  personnel  resources  that  were  repro- 
grammed  to  establish  the  Office  of  Acquisition  included  both  OE  and  AC&I  billets 
and  positions.  In  recognition  of  the  need  to  continue  to  fund  some  acquisition  billets 
from  the  OE  Appropriation,  we  chose  to  designate  the  top  management  billets  as 
OE. 

As  mentioned  in  the  answer  to  the  previous  question,  we  are  attempting  to  im- 
prove AC&I  personnel  management  and  accounting  processes  to  address  this  con- 
cern and  others  identified  in  a  recent  draft  GAO  audit  report.  One  improvement 
that  we  made  was  to  revise  and  update  policy  guidance  on  use  of  appropriations. 
Another  improvement  we  have  planned  is  to  establish  more  detailed  and  compre- 
hensive criteria  for  determining  the  proper  mix  of  AC&I  and  and  OE  staff  in  all 
organizations  that  have  responsibility  for  administering  funds  from  both  appropria- 
tions. The  Office  of  Acquisition  staff  will  be  reviewed  to  ensure  compliance  with 
new  standards  as  part  of  this  initiative. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  believe  that  its  AC&I  staffing 
appropriation  is  adequate  to  cover  the  staffing  needs  of  its  AC&I 
projects?  If  not,  how  much  more  is  needed  to  meet  this  need?  In 
light  of  continued  budget  constraints,  does  the  Coast  Guard  antici- 
pate a  trend  toward  a  reduction  in  its  AC&I  staffing  appropriation 
in  the  next  four  years? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  current  level  of  the  AC&I  Personnel  and  Related  Costs 
appropriation  is  adequate  to  continue  to  execute  funded  projects  in  the  most  timely 
and  efficient  manner  possible.  As  federal  and  departmental  procurement  and  con- 
tracting regulations  grow  in  volume  and  complexity  (to  ensure  the  proper  use  of 
government  funds),  the  requirements  for  personnel  resources  to  execute  those  funds 
have  also  grown.  For  example,  in  1985  major  acquisitions  required  one  project  docu- 
ment, an  acquisition  plan.  Today,  thirteen  project  documents  are  required  plus  regu- 
lar updates. 

The  increasing  technical  complexity  of  the  equipment  and  services  we  procure 
also  requires  more  and  higher  skilled  personnel  in  the  design,  test  and  evaluation  of 
products.  For  example,  the  new  sea  going  buoy  tender  includes  dynamic  positioning 
and  spilled  oil  recovery  system  capabilities.  Understaffed  projects  take  longer  to 
complete.  As  a  result  there  is:  (1)  increased  total  project  cost  due  to  extended  admin- 
istrative support  costs,  facility  overhead  expenses  and  inflation;  (2)  increased  sched- 
ule risk,  and  (3)  a  growing  backlog  of  unmet  capital  requirements. 

We  have  requested  the  additional  AC&I  personnel  resources  we  believe  we  need 
in  the  FY  1994  budget  request.  We  believe  it  is  imperative  that  the  AC&I  Personnel 
and  Related  Costs  request  be  fully  funded  regardless  of  the  overall  level  of  the  AC&I 
Appropriation.  As  discussed  above,  there  is  no  longer  a  linear  or  necessarily  coinci- 
dental relationship  between  staffing  requirements  and  project  budget  amounts. 

It's  difficult  to  project  the  trend  of  AC&I  personnel  appropriation  requirements 
over  the  next  four  years.  Personnel  requirements  are  a  function  of  the  individual 
projects  involved  and  the  acquisition  strategy  required  rather  than  the  overall  level 
of  funding.  Given  the  existing  projects  which  are  funded  and  being  executed  togeth- 
er with  critical  outyear  requirements,  we  do  not  anticipate  a  noticeable  downward 
trend  in  staffing  requirements. 
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OE-FUNDED  PERSONNEL  TO  SUPPORT  AC&I  PROJECTS 

Mr.  Carr.  If  any  staff  funded  by  the  Operating  Expenses  (OE)  ap- 
propriation are  used  on  AC&I  projects,  how  is  the  Coast  Guard's 
ability  to  complete  its  OE-funded  missions  affected? 

[The  information  follows:] 

If  OE-funded  personnel  were  to  provide  support  to  AC&I  projects,  the  effect,  if 
any,  on  Coast  Guard  missions  would  be  minimal  and  not  readily  apparent.  The  only 
Coast  Guard  units  where  this  situation  could  occur  are  support  commands,  those 
commands  with  both  types  of  billets.  The  opposite  situation  would  be  more  likely. 
We  are  first  and  foremost  an  operational  service  and  we  have,  when  required,  used 
support  resources  for  surge  operations  to  meet  mission  requirements. 

In  compliance  with  appropriation  law,  we  do  not  as  a  matter  of  policy  assign  per- 
sonnel funded  from  one  appropriation  to  support  projects  funded  in  a  different  ap- 
propriation. However,  the  multi-mission  capability  requirements  of  our  employees 
and  our  facilities  do  not  always  allow  for  clear  lines  between  resource  allocation  and 
accounting.  It  must  be  noted  however,  that  it  is  this  very  attribute  that  allows  us  to 
provide  critical  services  to  the  public  in  the  most  cost-effective  manner  possible. 

The  recent  GAO  draft  audit  report  mentioned  in  previous  answers  does  indicate 
that  auditors  found  situations  where  OE-funded  personnel  were  used  to  support 
AC&I  projects.  We  will  investigate  each  and  every  case  identified  in  the  final  report, 
and  as  also  previously  mentioned,  we  will  conduct  an  internal  review  of  staffing  at 
all  commands  responsible  for  managing  both  AC&I  and  OE  resources. 

FAMILY  HOUSING GAO  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  is  committed  to  providing  adequate 
housing  for  its  personnel.  Constructing  or  purchasing  family  hous- 
ing is  just  one  of  several  options  available  to  meet  this  commit- 
ment, although  Coast  Guard  management  considers  it  to  be  the 
least  acceptable  option.  Recently,  however,  the  Coast  Guard  has 
sought  increased  funds  to  acquire  family  housing  as  a  major  means 
for  meeting  its  housing  needs.  Over  the  next  four  years,  the  Coast 
Guard  plans  to  spend  nearly  three  times  as  much  on  acquiring 
family  housing,  mostly  through  construction,  as  it  did  during  the 
previous  decade. 

In  May  1992,  GAO  reported  that  the  Coast  Guard  had  not  fully 
complied  with  its  own  requirements  to  justify  the  expenditure  of 
$30.3  million  for  the  purchase  or  construction  of  nine  housing 
projects.  According  to  GAO,  the  Coast  Guard  did  not  (1)  analyze 
and  support  the  existence  of  a  housing  shortage  in  the  community, 
(2)  adequately  analyze  alternatives  for  meeting  its  needs,  and  (3) 
periodically  reassess  housing  market  conditions  following  project 
approval  to  adjust  for  any  changes.  GAO  also  recommended  that 
the  Coast  Guard  delay  decisions  on  current  projects  not  yet  under 
contract  until  it  performs  the  steps  discussed  above. 

What  steps  has  the  Coast  Guard  taken  to  make  certain  that  the 
analyses  discussed  in  the  GAO  report  are  made  for  future  housing 
projects? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  requires  that  all  housing  acquisitions  be  fully  justified  and  that 
alternative  methods  of  providing  housing  be  fully  considered  before  a  decision  to  ac- 
quire is  made.  Market  studies  are  required  to  validate  all  housing  acquisition 
projects,  with  revalidation  at  least  every  two  years.  To  ensure  uniformity  in  the 
market  studies,  we  have  also  developed  and  adopted  a  standard  scope  of  services  for 
commercial  bids  to  conduct  these  studies.  Interim  guidance  to  planning  staffs  put 
the  market  study  requirement  into  practice.  The  Coast  Guard  Housing  Manual  is 
being  updated  to  formally  require  planners  to  use  market  studies  for  validation  and 
revalidation. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  Coast  Guard  followed  GAO's  recommendation 
to  delay  its  current  projects  until  the  analyses  are  made?  If  not, 
why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  complying  with  the  GAO  recommendation  regarding  market 
analyses  and  we  are  doing  so  without  having  to  delay  bid  awards  in  all  but  possibly 
one  case.  Market  studies  were  completed  in  September  1992  for  San  Juan,  Puerto 
Rico  and  Astoria,  Oregon  and  in  April  1993  for  Petersburg,  Alaska.  Those  market 
studies  support  our  original  acquisition  decisions.  A  market  study  for  St.  Ignace, 
Michigan,  is  currently  underway  and  contract  award  will  not  be  made  until  the 
study  is  completed.  The  project  will  be  undertaken  only  if  the  study  supports  con- 
struction. 

We  did  not  conduct  a  market  analysis  for  the  construction  of  two  houses  at  Neah 
Bay,  Oregon,  which  is  an  extremely  remote  location.  Given  the  location  and  isola- 
tion of  Neah  Bay,  there  simply  was  no  "market"  to  study  in  this  case. 

The  Pt.  Vicente  Project  was  cancelled  in  May  1992  due  to  the  downturn  in  the 
Southern  California  economy,  which  made  leasing  on  the  local  economy  more  ad- 
vantageous than  construction. 

CURRENT  HOUSING  PROJECTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Specifically,  what  has  the  Coast  Guard  done  regarding 
these  analyses  on  current  projects?  If  they  were  made,  what  did 
they  show?  Are  any  changes  or  adjustments  needed  on  the  current 
projects? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  requiring  market  studies  for  all  current  projects.  These 
market  studies  have  been  a  key  component  in  evaluating  housing  alternatives,  and 
have  supported  construction  as  the  best  option  for  housing  Coast  Guard  members  in: 
San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico;  Astoria,  Oregon;  Petersburg,  Alaska;  and  Sandy  Hook,  New 
Jersey. 

The  analysis  for  San  Juan  consisted  of:  a  cost  and  availability  survey;  an  analysis 
of  unique  socio-economic  data,  including  crime  &  terrorism  statistics;  and  an  analy- 
sis of  the  impact  of  Spanish  language  and  culture  on  Coast  Guard  families.  The 
report  supports  the  housing  construction  decision. 

The  analysis  for  Astoria  cited  a  stagnant  market  with  a  large  quantity  of  aged, 
substandard  housing  and  limited  rental  unit  construction;  the  analysis  also  docu- 
mented the  high  cost  of  quality  units.  The  report  supports  continuing  housing  con- 
struction in  this  three  phase  project. 

The  analysis  for  Petersburg  cited  an  annual  vacancy  rate  of  less  than  1%.  In  the 
summer,  there  are  no  vacancies  due  to  the  seasonal  fishing  industry  and  influx  of 
Forest  Service  summer  staff.  Adequate  units  are  scarce  and  often  do  not  reach  the 
rental  market.  Most  existing  units  are  substandard  and  poorly  maintained.  The 
report  supports  pursuing  housing  construction. 

Construction  at  Sandy  Hook  was  re- validated  in  a  September  1992  market  study 
update.  The  contract  award  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  August  1993. 

A  market  study  for  the  St.  Ignace,  Michigan  project  is  currently  underway.  The 
contract  award  will  be  delayed,  if  necessary,  until  the  study  is  completed;  the  con- 
tract will  only  be  awarded  if  the  study  supports  construction. 

No  changes/adjustments  have  been  needed  on  current  projects. 

BUOY  TENDER  REPLACEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  is  in  the  process  of  acquiring  replace- 
ments for  its  coastal  and  ocean-going  buoy  tenders.  These  vessels, 
many  of  which  were  built  about  50  years  ago,  are  primarily  used  to 
service  aids  to  navigation,  such  as  buoys  and  lights.  During  1992, 
the  Coast  Guard  selected  a  design  for  replacement  oceangoing  buoy 
tenders  and  awarded  a  contract  for  lead  ship  production.  It  also 
completed  a  fleet  mix  study  which  determined  the  number  and 
type  of  vessels  to  be  acquired. 
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Does  the  design  chosen  for  the  oceangoing  buoy  tenders  include 
all  of  the  capabilities  assumed  during  the  fleet  mix  study?  If  not, 
how  will  the  ship's  actual  capabilities  affect  the  number  and  type 
of  aids  to  navigation  vessels  needed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  design  chosen  for  the  Seagoing  Buoy  Tender  does  include  all  of  the  capa- 
bilities assumed  during  the  fleet  mix  study.  These  capabilities  were  built  into  the 
Circular  of  Requirements  (COR)  for  the  original  design  proposals.  There  are  no 
changes  necessary  to  update  the  Fleet  Mix  Study. 

BUOY  TENDER  PROJECT  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Many  of  the  coastal  and  oceangoing  buoy  tenders 
reached  the  end  of  their  originally  designed  lives  several  years  ago, 
yet  are  still  in  service  because  replacements  have  not  yet  been  ac- 
quired. How  has  the  use  of  vessels  that  are  past  their  originally  es- 
timated service  lives  affected  their  ability  to  complete  their  mis- 
sions? Has  the  Coast  Guard  collected  any  data  to  demonstrate  that 
these  vessels  are  less  reliable  than  those  that  have  not  yet  exceed- 
ed their  service  lives?  According  to  individual  ship  inspections,  how 
much  longer  can  these  vessels  continue  to  complete  their  missions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

All  of  the  ocean-going  buoy  tenders  (WLBs)  and  most  of  the  coastal  buoy  tenders 
(WLMs)  have  surpassed  their  original  design  service  life.  However,  this  has  only 
been  possible  through  several  iterations  of  extensive  renovations  of  these  cutters. 
For  example,  13  WLBs  underwent  an  overhaul  at  a  cost  of  over  $2  million  each  be- 
tween 1988-1991.  Nine  other  WLBs  completed  a  Ship  Life  Extension  Program 
(SLEP)  at  a  cost  of  about  $14  million  each  between  1983-1993.  Although  these  over- 
hauls have  enabled  the  buoy  tender  fleets  to  continue  to  carry  out  their  missions,  it 
has  been  at  a  high  cost  to  the  taxpayer  and  the  Coast  Guard.  Further  renovation  of 
existing  WLB/WLMs  will  also  be  expensive  and  will  perpetuate  inefficient  oper- 
ations. The  antiquated  design  limits  our  ability  to  utilize  new  technologies  to  service 
aids  more  quickly  and  safely,  or  to  substantially  improve  upon  the  operating  charac- 
teristics of  the  ships.  As  a  result,  with  the  existing  fleet,  more  vessels  must  be  used 
to  maintain  the  same  number  of  aids  to  navigation  and  an  increased  number  of 
crew  is  required  on  each  cutter  than  would  be  required  on  the  new  vessels.  The  new 
WLB/WLMs  will  realize  an  approximate  reduction  of  20%  in  crew  size  and  a  reduc- 
tion in  total  ship  inventory  from  37  to  30  hulls.  Delay  in  replacing  these  fleets  will 
result  in  a  near  term  multi-million  dollar  overhaul  of  at  least  three  of  the  WLBs 
which  did  not  undergo  SLEP  and  in  the  near  term,  initiating  a  new  WLM  SLEP 
project  for  the  five  WLMs  which  have  not  yet  been  renovated. 

Mr.  Carr.  As  of  September  1992,  the  Office  of  Acquisition  had  53 
headquarters  staff  positions  assigned  to  its  buoy  tender  projects. 
Since  the  lead  ship  contract  for  the  oceangoing  tenders  has  been 
awarded  will  the  Office  of  Acquisition  need  fewer  headquarters 
staff?  Will  some  of  these  positions  be  shifted  to  a  resident  inspec- 
tion office? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  Headquarters  Office  of  Acquisition  staff  will  be  significantly  reduced  by 
the  creation  of  the  WLB  Project  Resident  Office  (PRO).  From  the  53  billets  listed  as 
Headquarters  staff  in  September,  1992,  25  have  been,  or  are  in  the  process  of,  being 
transferred  to  the  shipyard  in  Marinette,  Wisconsin.  The  PRO  will  be  fully  staffed 
by  this  summer.  In  addition,  5  of  the  53  positions  will  be  transferred  to  the  Coastal 
Buoy  Tender  (WLM)  Project  Resident  Office  following  award  of  that  contract.  One 
other  billet  has  been  moved  to  the  Buoy  Boat  (BUSL)  Project  Resident  Office  in  Bel- 
lingham,  WA.  The  remaining  22  positions  remain  on  the  headquarters  project  staff 
and  collectively  support  the  WLB,  WLM,  and  BUSL.  These  staffs  have  been  com- 
bined to  provide  economies  of  scale  and  technical  expertise,  thus  reducing  the  over- 
all headquarter's  staff  requirements. 
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NEW  BUOY  TENDER  DESIGN 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  is  conducting  research  into  the  use 
of  new  types  of  buoys  that  could  require  less  maintenance  than 
those  currently  used.  Since  its  new  buoy  tenders  are  being  designed 
to  meet  the  needs  of  its  existing  buoys,  will  the  introduction  of  new 
types  of  buoys  render  the  new  vessels  obsolete  soon  after  they 
enter  service?  How  has  the  Coast  Guard  accounted  for  advances  in 
buoy  technology  in  the  design  and  placement  of  its  new  buoy 
tenders? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No.  The  introduction  of  new  types  of  buoys  will  not  render  replacement  buoy 
tenders  obsolete.  The  recently  completed  Aids  To  Navigation  Service  Force  Mix  2000 
Project  (ATON  SFM  2000)  confirmed  earlier  mission  analyses  indicating  that  the 
physical  environment  of  the  aid  to  navigation  is  the  critical  element  for  determining 
the  serviceability  of  a  particular  aid.  The  new  buoy  tender  requirements  were  devel- 
oped and  revalidated  to  provide  a  vessel  capable  of  working  in  these  environments 
and  to  be  able  to  work  a  wide  variety  of  buoy  types.  This  analysis  also  confirmed  that 
the  buoys  now  serviced  by  the  larger  buoy  tenders  are  in  locations  where  on  scene 
weather  and  sea  conditions  are  such  that  a  large  stable  platform  will  be  required, 
even  if  new  buoys  replaced  existing  buoys.  Additionally,  potential  new  types  of  aids 
to  navigation  will  continue  to  require  the  deck  space  and  heavy  lift  capability  that 
has  been  designed  into  replacement  buoy  tenders.  The  Coast  Guard  will  continue  to 
validate  both  the  fleet  mix  and  how  new  technology  will  impact  vessel  require- 
ments. 

DIFFERENTIAL-GPS  STATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  is  developing  a  network  of  coastal  fa- 
cilities to  provide  more  accurate  positioning  information  to  the 
maritime  community.  This  network  uses  satellite  positioning  data 
from  the  Department  of  Defense's  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS). 
Through  a  process  called  differential  correction,  an  error  factor  in 
the  GPS  signal  is  calculated  and  broadcast  to  users.  This  correction 
signal  allows  maritime  users  to  determine  their  position  to  within 
10  meters.  Without  differential  correction,  GPS  signals  only  guar- 
antee accuracy  to  100  meters.  Many  other  agencies,  such  as  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  are  also  developing  or 
planning  GPS  differential  correction  capability.  GAO  has  been  ad- 
vised by  several  officials  that  agency  plans  have  not  been  well  co- 
ordinated to  enhance  sharing  systems  between  agencies  and  to 
minimize  overall  federal  costs. 

What  is  the  current  status  of  the  Coast  Guard's  efforts  to  develop 
differential-GPS  correction  stations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  entire  Differential  GPS  network  will  be  composed  of  50  broadcast  sites  cover- 
ing critical  waterways  on  the  East  and  West  Coasts,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Great  Lakes  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  DGPS  network  is  scheduled  for  full 
operational  capability  in  January  1996. 

Currently,  the  Coast  Guard  is  operating  7  prototype  stations  broadcasting  Differ- 
ential GPS  (DGPS)  corrections  in  the  Northeast  U.S.,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  the 
Great  Lakes.  These  stations  are  gathering  reliability  and  performance  data  which 
are  being  used  to  help  make  decisions  in  the  system  engineering  process. 

An  eight  DGPS  station  is  being  established  near  New  Orleans,  Louisiana.  This  is 
a  joint  venture  between  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  and  the  Coast  Guard.  This  station  is  expected  to 
become  operational  in  May,  1993. 

The  acquisition  process  for  procuring  production  Differential  GPS  hardware  is  un- 
derway, with  delivery  expected  in  Summer  1994.  Installations  will  follow. 
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Mr.  Carr.  What  benefits  to  marine  safety  are  expected  to  be  de- 
rived from  this  system? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  DGPS  service  will  provide  users  with  unprecedented  navigation  accuracy  of 
10  meters  or  better  within  coverage  areas.  The  results  will  be  a  safer  marine  envi- 
ronment, with  reduced  chance  of  collisions,  groundings  and  oil  spills.  Differential 
GPS  (DGPS)  corrections  will  be  broadcast  to  users  up  to  260  nautical  miles  from 
each  site,  depending  on  specific  location  requirements.  The  service  will  also  be  made 
readily  available  to  both  the  general  public  and  other  government  agencies.  The 
Coast  Guard  will  also  use  the  DGPS  service  for  many  of  our  own  missions  which 
will  directly  promote  marine  safety  such  as  Vessel  Traffic  Service  (VTS)  Automated 
Dependent  Surveillance  (ADS),  low  visibility  search  and  rescue  operations,  and  buoy 
positioning. 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  the  new  network  replace  the  need  to  continue 
other  navigation  systems,  such  as  Loran.  If  not,  why  not?  If  so, 
what  systems  will  be  replaced,  when  will  replacement  happen,  and 
how  much  savings  are  anticipated? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Differential  GPS  (DGPS)  is  not  being  implemented  as  a  replacement  for  any  exist- 
ing radionavigation  system,  including  Loran-C.  Augmenting  the  GPS  signal  with  a 
differential  correction  broadcast  by  the  Coast  Guard  fulfills  a  previously  unmet 
radionavigation  requirement  of  the  Federal  Radionavigation  Plan  (FRP)  for  vessels 
operating  in  harbor  and  harbor  approach  areas. 

GPS  may,  over  time,  replace  Loran-C  and/or  Omega,  but  first,  concerns  and  prob- 
lems of  GPS  integrity,  susceptibility  to  jamming,  and  select  availability  (SA)  have  to 
be  addressed  and  resolved.  Presently,  Loran-C  and  Omega  provide  their  respective 
users  with  timely  notification  of  system  anomalies.  GPS  does  not.  Although  all 
radionavigation  system  can  be  jammed.  GPS  is  particularly  susceptible  to  jamming 
due  to  its  extremely  high  frequency  and  very  low  signal  level.  Because  of  this,  GPS 
jamming  continues  to  be  investigated  by  the  FAA  and  DOD.  In  addition,  many 
Loran-C  users  enjoy  a  repeatable  accuracy  in  many  areas  of  less  than  +/  — 50 
meters.  This  repeatable  accuracy  is  not  available  from  GPS,  which  has  an  accuracy 
(with  SA)  of  +/-100  meters. 

Assuming  all  of  the  above  problems  are  solved,  other  radionavigation  systems 
would  be  phased  our  in  accordance  with  the  FRP:  Omega  would  remain  operational 
through  2005,  and  Loran-C  through  2015.  The  FRP  generally  requires  a  10-15  year 
overlap  of  existing  and  new  systems.  This  overlap  allows  problems  to  be  solved, 
manufacturers  to  develop  and  market  new  equipment,  and  users  to  adapt  to  the 
new  systems.  The  annual  savings  for  Omega  would  be  about  $8M  and  annual  sav- 
ings for  Loran-C  would  be  about  $30M. 

Mr.  Carr.  To  what  extent  will  the  Coast  Guard  facilities  be  used 
by  other  agencies  in  need  of  GPS  correction  data,  such  as  FAA? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  planning  to  use  differential  corrections  to  GPS  in  the  provision  of  re- 
quired navigation  performance  (RNP)  in  the  National  Airspace  System.  The  Coast 
Guard  and  FAA  have  begun  preliminary  discussions  to  determine  if  the  Coast 
Guard  System  can  meet  any  of  these  requirements.  The  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration  (NOAA)  has  been  using  Coast  Guard  DGPS  transmissions 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  perform  hydrographic  surveying.  The  Army  Corp  of  Engi- 
neers (ACOE)  has  a  requirement  for  a  precise  positioning  service,  and  a  joint  ven- 
ture between  the  Coast  Guard,  ACOE,  and  NOAA  is  underway  to  build  a  test  site  in 
new  Orleans,  LA.  This  site  will  be  used  to  collect  data  to  determine  if  the  Coast 
Guard's  system  will  meet  the  ACOE's  requirements.  The  U.S.  Navy  may  use  our 
Differential  GPS  signals  for  mine  operations  in  U.S.  coastal  and  harbor  areas. 

Mr.  Carr.  To  what  extent  has  the  Coast  Guard  coordinated  its 
planned  network  with  other  agencies  to  maximize  the  potential  for 
sharing  correction  data  and  to  minimize  overall  federal  costs? 
What  agencies  or  groups  have  been  contacted  in  this  regard  and 
what  were  the  results  of  those  discussions? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  U.S.  Army  Corp  of  Engineers  (ACOE)  and  the  National  Atmospheric  &  Oce- 
anic Administration  (NOAA)  have  expressed  a  desire  to  use  the  Coast  Guard's  Dif- 
ferential GPS  (DGPS)  service.  Preliminary  talks  have  also  been  held  with  the  Feder- 
al Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  to  determine  if  our  system  can  meet  any  of  their 
requirements. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  begun  a  joint  venture  with  the  ACOE  and  NOAA  to  estab- 
lish a  DGPS  site  near  New  Orleans,  Louisiana.  The  ACOE  will  use  this  site  to  deter- 
mine if  the  Coast  Guard's  DGPS  service  will  meet  their  surveying  requirements. 
NOAA  will  use  the  New  Orleans  site  for  hydrographic  surveying  within  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico.  Through  the  Federal  Geodetic  Control  Subcommittee,  the  Coast  Guard  has 
offered  the  use  of  this  site  to  any  agency  for  DGPS  testing  and  potential  interoper- 
ability. Correction  data  from  our  sites  can  easily  be  provided  to  any  agency,  as  long 
as  they  pay  the  costs  to  transport  that  data. 

MARINE  SAFETY  NETWORK 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  is  currently  designing  and  testing 
components  of  its  new  Marine  Safety  Network,  an  information 
system  that  will  replace  its  current  Marine  Safety  Information 
System.  GAO  reported  in  August  1992  that  the  development  of  the 
MSN — projected  to  cost  about  $35  million — was  beset  with  delays 
and  uncertainties  that  could  substantially  affect  its  cost  and  imple- 
mentation schedule  When  GAO  issued  its  report,  testing  for  the 
first  two  applications  of  the  system  were  underway,  and  the  Coast 
Guard  hoped  to  begin  analyzing  the  results  and  its  sucr-^ss  in  over- 
coming problems  with  the  old  system 

What  have  been  the  results  of  the  tests  on  the  first  two  applica- 
tions (modules)  for  the  MSN?  How  well  did  the  modules  satisfy  the 
users'  needs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Only  one  module,  consisting  of  two  applications,  are  being  tested  for  the  Marine 
Safety  Network  (MSN).  These  applications  support  the  processing  of  merchant  mari- 
ners licenses  and  documents  and  are  part  of  the  Merchant  Mariners  Licensing  and 
Documentation  (MMLD)  module. 

Installation  and  a  Formal  Qualification  Test  (FQT)  have  been  completed  for  test 
sites  at  Regional  Examination  Centers  (RECs)  in  Seattle,  WA.  and  New  Orleans,  LA. 
An  FQT  for  the  Headquarters  portion  was  also  completed.  A  majority  of  the  techni- 
cal functional  requirements  of  the  system,  as  developed  by  a  representative  users 
group,  were  met. 

Full  scale  operational  testing  will  begin  in  July  1993  and  will  require  users  oper- 
ating MMLD  in  a  real  world  environment  to  test  the  systems  design,  reliability,  and 
supportability.  Deficiencies  in  functionality  and  applications  operation  will  be  cor- 
rected by  the  contractor  before  acceptance.  User  recommendations  for  improvement 
will  be  considered  for  incorporation  into  future  enhancements.  Nationwide  deploy- 
ment to  all  RECs  could  begin  in  the  first  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1994. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  lessons  learned  from  the  testing  of  the  first  two 
modules  can  be  applied  to  the  design  of  the  remaining  applica- 
tions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Only  one  module,  consisting  of  two  applications,  are  undergoing  comprehensive 
testing  for  the  Merchant  Mariner  Licensing  and  Documentation  (MMLD)  system. 

MMLD  has  completed  a  Formal  Qualification  Test  (FQT)  for  the  prototype  test 
sites  at  the  Regional  Examination  Centers  in  Seattle,  WA  and  New  Orleans,  LA  and 
the  Merchant  Vessel  Personnel  Division  at  USCG  Headquarters. 

The  major  lesson  learned  form  the  MMLD  development  is  that  any  proposed  com- 
munications environment  must  be  rigorously  tested  to  ensure  that  it  can  meet  all 
expected  demands  as  early  as  possible  in  the  development  process.  Because  commu- 
nications were  not  identified  as  a  high  risk  area  at  the  project  start,  MMLD  has 
experienced  problems  meeting  timing  requirements.  These  communication  problems 
have  significantly  contributed  to  the  delay  in  fielding  the  system. 
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A  second  lesson  learned  is  that  the  development  process  must  pay  close  attention 
to  the  integration  of  components  within  the  system.  The  MMLD  development  indi- 
cates that  although  components  of  the  system  may  be  Commercial  Off  The  Shelf 
(COTS)  or  Open  Systems  Interconnection  (OS!)  compliant,  problems  may  be  encoun- 
tered when  they  are  brought  together.  Problem  ownership  and  resolution  became  a 
major  point  of  contention  when  trying  to  integrate  system  hardware,  application  de- 
velopment software  and  communications  software  procured  for  different  vendors. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  there  been  any  further  delays  or  cost  increases 

in  the  MSN  program  since  GAO's  report  in  August  1992? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  have  been  no  cost  increases  in  the  MSN  program.  However,  the  expected 
date  for  the  Mission  Oriented  Information  System  Engineering  (MOISE)  contract 
award  has  been  delayed  from  May  1993  to  the  second  quarter  FY94.  Delay  of  the 
MOISE  contract  award  occurred  for  two  reasons:  (1)  Combining  MSN  with  the 
Vessel  Identification  System  (VIDS)  and  the  Law  Enforcement  Information  System 
II  (LEIS  II)  into  a  single  major  acquisition  project  will  result  in  an  enhanced  infor- 
mation system  and  increased  project  management  oversight,  however,  extra  time 
was  needed  to  develop  required  major  acquisition  project  documentation;  and  (2)  It 
took  more  time  than  anticipated  to  develop  and  implement  substantial  changes  to 
the  Request  for  Proposals  that  resulted  from  industry  concerns  expressed  in  reac- 
tion to  the  Coast  Guard's  Request  for  Comments  released  in  October,  1992. 

SOFTWARE  DEVELOPMENT  FOR  MARINE  SAFETY  NETWORK 

Mr.  Carr.  One  significant  uncertainty  that  GAO  noted  concerned 
the  Coast  Guard's  indecision  on  the  type  of  computer  language  to 
be  used  in  developing  software  for  the  MSN.  To  what  extent  has 
the  Coast  Guard  resolved  the  type  of  computer  language  to  be  used 
and  its  effect  on  the  overall  cost  and  implementation  schedule  of 
the  MSN  system? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  USCG  has  not  promulgated  a  policy  for  requiring  software  to  be  written  in 
either  a  third  generation  language  {3GL),  or  a  fourth  generation  language  (4GL)  for 
the  Mission  Oriented  Information  System  Engineering  (MOISE)  contract.  The 
MOISE  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  currently  requires  use  of  AFCAC  300  hardware 
and  software  for  the  central  site  server  minicomputer.  It  allows  industry  to  propose 
3GL,  4GL,  or  3GL/4GL  software  solutions  for  the  local  servers  and  workstations.  In 
the  technical  and  cost  evaluations  of  vendor  proposals,  the  offeror  who  provides  the 
best  overall  value  in  methodology,  schedule  and  cost  will  be  selected. 

MARINE  SAFETY  NETWORK  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  GAO  pointed  out  in  its  report  on  the  MSN  that  the 
Coast  Guard  had  not  systematically  provided  the  Congress  with  de- 
tailed information  on  the  potential  increases  in  costs  and  delays  in 
implementing  the  MSN.  What  actions  has  the  Coast  Guard  taken 
to  keep  the  Congress  regularly  informed  in  detail  on  the  progress 
of  the  MSN  development? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  (MSN)  project,  along  with  Vessel  Information  and  Documentation  System 
(VIDS),  and  the  Law  Enforcement  Information  System  II  (LEIS  II)  were  combined 
into  one  major  acquisition  project  entitled  Marine  Information  for  Safety  and  Law 
Enforcement  (MISLE).  MISLE  was  designated  as  a  major  acquisition  by  the  Trans- 
portation Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council  (TSARC)  in  June,  1992.  As  a  major 
acquisition,  the  project  falls  under  the  guidelines  and  reporting  requirements  of 
0MB  Circular  A-109,  the  Transportation  Acquisition  Manual  (TAM),  and  the  USCG 
Systems  Acquisition  Manual  (SAM).  Project  status  of  all  major  acquisitions,  includ- 
ing MISLE,  are  routinely  and  regularly  briefed  to  Coast  Guard  and  DOT  senior 
management.  These  briefs  are  provided  to  Congressional  staff  upon  request,  and 
three  such  briefs  have  been  provided  so  far  this  fiscal  year  concerning  MISLE.  In 
addition,  the  Coast  Guard  submits  a  detailed  Quarterly  Acquisition  Report  to  Con- 
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gress  on  the  status  of  all  current  major  acquisitions  in  accordance  with  Public  Law 
102-388.  The  status  of  the  MISLE  project  has  been  included  as  part  of  this  report 
since  December  1992. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  has  the  development  of  the  MSN  been  coordinat- 
ed with  the  operation  of  related  information  systems  the  Coast 
Guard  uses  or  is  developing,  such  as  the  Vessel  Identification  and 
Documentation  System  and  Law  Enforcement  Information  System? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  MSN  project  was  integrated  with  VIDS  and  LES  II  and  designated  a  major 
acquisition  to  ensure  coordinated  functionality  and  to  eliminate  duplication  of 
effort.  A  Mission  Needs  Statement  for  "Information  Systems  to  Support  Maritime 
Safety  and  Law  Enforcement  Operating  Programs"  was  approved  on  18  June  1992 
and  clearly  defined  the  efficiencies  of  developing  these  three  information  systems  as 
a  simultaneous  integrated  project.  The  combined  project  was  chartered  under  the 
title  Marine  Information  for  Safety  and  Law  Enforcement  (MISLE).  All  three  infor- 
mation systems  have  similar  functional  and  data  requirements  and  will  be  devel- 
oped concurrently  under  the  Mission  Oriented  Information  System  Engineering 
(MOISE)  contract.  The  MOISE  Request  For  Proposal  (RFPj  is  expected  to  be  re- 
leased in  the  third  quarter  FY  93. 

OIL  SPILL  RESPONSE  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  selected  19  sites  across  the  country 
to  place  standardized  packages  of  oil  spill  response  equipment.  The 
equipment  at  each  site  will  consist  of  48-foot  trailers  with  Vessel  of 
Opportunity  Skimming  Systems,  a  universal  system  which  can  be 
adapted  to  a  variety  of  vessels  expected  to  be  used  to  respond  to  a 
spill,  42-foot  trailers  with  5,000  feet  of  oil  containment  boom,  and 
inflatable  oil  storage  barges  for  recovered  oil.  The  total  equipment 
cost  is  about  $15  million,  about  $800,000  per  site.  At  approximately 
8  of  the  19  sites  selected  by  the  Coast  Guard,  the  Marine  Spill  Re- 
sponse Corporation,  a  national  organization  created  by  the  oil  in- 
dustry to  respond  to  large  open  water  oil  spills,  also  plans  to  place 
response  equipment. 

What  is  the  current  status  of  the  Coast  Guard's  purchase  of  re- 
sponse equipment  to  be  placed  at  various  locations  across  the  coun- 
try? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  project  to  supply  response  equipment  to  the  19  prepositioned  sites  is  proceed- 
ing as  scheduled.  Delivery  of  equipment  to  the  sites  began  in  February  1993  and  is 
expected  to  continue  until  June  1994.  As  of  April  26,  1993,  initial  equipment  deliv- 
eries have  been  made  to  Galveston,  Texas;  Detroit,  Michigan;  and  Astoria,  Oregon. 
Equipment  deliveries  to  St.  Louis,  Missouri;  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico;  and  Anchorage, 
Alaska  are  currently  being  coordinated. 

Equipment  is  being  delivered  to  each  of  the  three  Coast  Guard  Strike  Teams  as  it 
is  manufactured.  The  Strike  Teams  then  assemble  the  equipment  and  prepare  it  for 
delivery  to  the  sites.  The  initial  delivery  to  each  site  usually  includes  the  vessel  of 
o'-portunity  skimming  system  and  5,000  feet  of  foam  boom  on  four  low-bed  trailers, 
inflatable  barges  are  later  delivered  to  the  sites  as  they  are  manufactured. 

To  date,  manufacturers  have  made  all  equipment  deliveries  on  contract  schedule. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  does  the  Coast  Guard  plan  to  complete  the  pur- 
chase and  positioning  of  oil  spill  response  equipment  at  all  19  sites? 
Why  does  the  process  take  that  much  time? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  contracted  for  the  delivery  of  all  of  the  prepositioned  oil 
spill  response  equipment.  The  $14M  provided  in  fiscal  year  (FY)  1991  for  the  pur- 
chase of  this  equipment  has  been  obligated  and  the  delivery  of  the  equipment  is  ex- 
pected to  be  completed  by  June  1994. 
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The  process  has  required  this  amount  of  time  due  to  the  many  steps  involved  in 
the  procurement  and  delivery  of  this  equipment.  The  specific  steps  involved  are:  (1) 
assess  needs,  (2)  draft  equipment  specifications,  (3)  contract  for  equipment  manufac- 
ture, (4)  manufacture  the  equipment,  and  finally  (5)  deliver  equipment  to  the  sties. 

Steps  1-3  have  been  completed  and  the  equipment  is  currently  being  manufac- 
tured and  delivered  to  the  prepositioned  sites.  The  last  two  steps  are  expected  to 
take  about  18  months,  as  the  equipment  manufacturers  do  not  have  the  capability 
to  produce  the  equipment  on  a  faster  schedule. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  estimated  total  annual  cost  to  store  and 
maintain  this  response  equipment  once  it  is  placed  at  all  19  sites? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimated  total  cost  to  store  and  maintain  all  of  the  19  site  prepositioned  re- 
sponse equipment  is  approximately  $970,000  per  year. 

Storage  costs  are  predicted  to  be  approximately  $395,000  per  year.  These  costs 
have  been  kept  to  a  minimum  by  using  space  at  government  facilities  where  avail- 
able. Equipment  at  nine  of  the  sites  will  be  stored  for  no  cost  at  federal  and  state 
facilities.  Equipment  at  two  of  the  sites  will  be  stored  for  low  cost  at  local  govern- 
ment facilities.  Equipment  at  the  remaining  eight  sites  will  be  stored  in  commercial 
warehouses. 

Using  standard  Coast  Guard  planning  criteria  it  has  been  calculated  that  it  will 
cost  approximately  $575,000  per  year  to  maintain  the  equipment.  We  received 
$210,000  in  FY93  for  maintenance,  and  have  a  request  for  additional  funds  for  the 
19  sites  (as  well  as  the  National  Strike  Force  equipment  and  first  response  equip- 
ment located  at  68  Coast  Guard  units  throughout  the  Country)  in  the  Fiscal  Year 
1994  request. 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  the  Coast  Guard  is  buying  additional  response 
equipment  to  increase  its  response  capability,  how  much  spilled  oil 
will  the  equipment  at  each  site  be  able  to  recover? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  two  skimming  pumps  at  each  site  have  a  manufacturer's  rated  capacity  of 
200  gallons  per  minute  each.  Utilizing  the  planning  factors  contained  in  the  Vessel 
Response  Plan  Interim  Final  Rules  (Section  6  to  Appendix  B  to  Part  155  of  Title  33 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations),  this  would  yield  a  total  effective  daily  recovery 
capacity  of  approximately  2,743  barrels  (approximately  115,206  gallons)  of  oil  per 
day  operating  both  pumps. 

The  actual  overall  oil  skimming  capacity  of  the  system  depends  upon  such  factors 
as  wave  conditions,  type  of  oil,  surface  thickness,  and  viscosity  of  the  spilled  oil. 

Mr.  Carr.  As  a  result  of  the  private  sector's  current  actions  of 
buying  response  equipment,  what  analyses  has  the  Coast  Guard 
performed  in  the  last  two  years  to  assess  the  right  mix  of  Coast 
Guard  and  private  sector-owned  oil  spill  response  equipment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  currently  has  two  ongoing  initiatives  which,  when  fully  imple- 
mented, will  greatly  assist  us  in  continuously  assessing  private  sector  resources. 

The  first  initiative  is  voluntary  Oil  Spill  Recovery  Organization  classification. 
Under  this  program,  response  organizations  may  submit  requests  to  the  Coast 
Guard  for  classification  of  the  organization's  capabilities.  This  program  is  providing 
the  Coast  Guard  with  detailed  information  on  the  capabilities  of  a  large  number  of 
private  response  organizations  throughout  the  United  States,  including  the  Marine 
Spill  Response  Corporation. 

The  second  initiative  is  the  Response  Resource  Inventory  which  is  currently 
under  development.  When  fully  implemented,  the  inventory  will  contain  a  comput- 
erized list  of  spill  removal  resources  available  world  wide.  "The  projection  is  that  by 
late  summer  1993  the  computerized  system  will  be  up  and  running  and  the  Coast 
Guard  will  begin  collecting  information  from  co-ops,  contractors,  and  government 
agencies.  This  system  will  greatly  assist  the  Coast  Guard  in  assessing  private  sector 
resources  and  identifying  gaps  in  private  sector  capabilities  which  need  to  be  filled. 

Once  the  above  initiatives  are  completed,  it  is  the  Coast  Guard's  intention  to 
assess  the  "right  mix"  of  public  and  private  sector  response  equipment  and  to  work 
with  private  industry  in  obtaining  the  optimum  mix  for  a  given  area  based  upon  its 
needs.  The  current  mix  of  equipment  is  based  upon  information  gained  through  re- 
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views  of  the  Coast  Guard  Captains  of  the  Port  local  contingency  plans  (which  have 
all  been  updated  since  the  Exxon  Valdez  incident),  a  review  of  private  industry's 
plans  for  equipment  procurement  and  our  review  of  needs  from  past  major  inci- 
dents. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  still  need  to  maintain  19  sites  of 
its  own  given  the  oil  industry's  plans  to  have  response  equipment 
available  at  some  of  the  same  locations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  still  sees  a  need  to  maintain  the  nineteen  (19)  identified  sites. 
Coast  Guard  equipment  is  intended  to  fill  gaps  in  private  sector  response  capability 
and  provide  "first  aid"  response  until  sufficient  private  sector  equipment  arrives  on 
scene.  Some  overlap  in  equipment  available  at  some  locations  is  necessary  in  order 
to  meet  this  goal. 

The  Coast  Guard  selected  the  (19)  sites  based  on  the  risk  of  oil  spills  in  the  region. 
There  are  high  volumes  of  petroleum  shipped  into  these  ports  or  in  shipping  chan- 
nels near  these  ports.  A  large  spill  in  any  of  these  regions  will  require  the  combined 
resources  of  the  Coast  Guard  and  private  industry. 

OIL  SPILL  CLEANUP  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  established  a  program 
for  evaluating  and  testing  new  technologies  and  evaluating  real- 
world  applications  of  oil  discharge  and  mitigation  technologies  to 
make  certain  that  the  best  materials  are  used  when  cleaning  up  oil 
spills. 

Currently,  however,  the  Coast  Guard  does  not  question  its  clean- 
up contractors  about  subcontracts  concerning  the  purchase  of  raw 
materials  or  commercial  stock  items.  The  use  of  "exclusive-use" 
contracts  with  certain  suppliers  shuts  out  other  suppliers  and  could 
potentially  result  in  other  than  the  best  materials  being  used  for 
oil  spill  cleanups. 

During  last  year's  House  Appropriations  hearings,  the  Coast 
Guard  was  asked  if  its  contractors  used  exclusive-use  contracts  and, 
if  so,  to  what  degree  and  by  whom  are  they  being  used?  The  Coast 
Guard  said  none  were  used.  However,  in  December  1992,  GAO  re- 
ported that  Coast  Guard  contractors  do,  in  fact,  use  such  contracts. 

How  long  has  the  Coast  Guard  utilized  exclusive-use  contracts 
for  oil  spill  response  products?  Was  it  doing  so  at  the  time  of  last 
year's  House  Appropriations  hearings?  If  so,  why  did  it  respond 
during  last  year's  hearings  that  they  did  not  exist? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  not  using  exclusive-use  contracts,  and  it  was  not  using  them 
at  the  time  of  last  year's  House  Appropriations  hearings. 

The  Coast  Guard  uses  'full  and  open  competition'  to  award  basic  ordering  agree- 
ments (BOA).  These  are  contracts  which  contain  prepriced  services  which  can  be  ac- 
tivated upon  demand  by  the  government.  Contractors  are  awarded  BOAs  that  will 
enable  the  Coast  Guard  to  activate  the  contractor's  resources  to  meet  emergent 
needs  in  a  timely  manner. 

Contractors  that  have  been  awarded  BOAs  are  activated  at  the  direction  of  the 
Federal  On-Scene  Coordinator  (OSC).  The  OSC  determines  on  a  case  by  case  basis 
which  BOA  contractor  to  activate  for  a  given  incident.  Prime  determinants  for  acti- 
vating a  contractor  are;  (1)  substance  spilled,  (2)  size  of  the  spill,  (3)  response  time  of 
the  contractor,  (4)  overall  cost. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  believe  that  using  exclusive-use 
contracts  is  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act? 
How? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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While  the  Coast  Guard  is  neither  using,  nor  plans  to  use  exclusive-use  contracts, 
we  do  not  feel  that  private  industry's  use  of  such  contracts  is  contrary  to  the  intent 
of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  (OPA  90). 

The  intent  of  OPA  90  was  that  response  efforts  to  a  discharge  be  efficient  and 
immediate.  To  the  extent  that  a  responsible  party  has  entered  into  an  exclusive-use 
contract  with  a  provider,  and  it  helps  to  ensure  that  his  or  her  actions  can  be  more 
timely  and  efficient,  that  contract  would  appear  to  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of 
OPA  90. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  Coast  Guard  plan  to  determine  the  extent  of 
use  of  such  contracts  and  if  they  are  affecting  the  quality  of  oil 
spill  cleanup  products  being  used?  If  not,  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  not  currently  planning  to  conduct  a  study  to  determine  the 
extent  of  use  of  exclusive-use  contracts  by  oil  spill  cleanup  contractors. 

The  use  of  exclusive-use  contracts  has  generally  been  limited  to  the  area  of  consu- 
mable items  used  by  spill  response  contractors.  These  arrangements  often  arise  out 
of  the  fact  that  the  contractor  is  also  a  distributor  of  the  products. 

It  has  been,  and  will  remain,  the  policy  of  the  Coast  Guard  to  use  those  resources 
that  provide  the  most  effective  and  timely  cleanup  of  the  discharge.  This  may  re- 
quire the  use  of  multiple  contracted  resources,  especially  in  large  spills  where  it  is 
found  that  different  contractors  have  different  equipment  that  has  been  determined 
to  be  the  most  effective  for  use  on  the  discharge. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  not  aware  of  any  detrimental  effect  on  the  qualify  of  oil  spill 
cleanup  products  being  used,  nor  the  stifling  of  the  development  of  newer  and  more 
effective  products.  We  believe  various  manufacturers  are  seeking  to  improve  their 
product  so  that  their  distributors  may  have  a  greater  advantage  in  the  marketplace. 

VESSEL  TRAFFIC  SERVICE  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  As  a  result  of  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  and  other  oil 
spills,  the  Coast  Guard  has  plans  to,  one,  establish  VTS  systems  in 
up  to  12  ports;  and  two,  improve  five  VTS  systems  that  it  currently 
operates.  The  project,  called  VTS  2000,  is  estimated  to  cost  $145 
million  in  capital  investment  over  the  next  eight  years.  This 
project  represents  a  substantial  increase  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's role  in  managing  vessel  traffic  and  could  substantially 
reduce  vessel  accidents  and  their  attendant  consequences. 

What  is  the  appropriate  role  for  the  Coast  Guard  in  funding  VTS 
systems  and  managing  vessel  traffic  given  that  ports  are  generally 
considered  local  or  regional  resources  and  are  managed  by  local  or 
regional  authorities? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  (PWSA)  (33  USC  1223)  authorizes  the  Secre- 
tary of  Transportation  ".  .  .  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  improve,  or  expand 
vessel  traffic  services  ..."  The  Act  empowers  the  Department  to  require  participa- 
tion in  the  VTS  and  to  control  the  movements  of  certain  vessels  under  prescribed 
circumstances.  The  Act  does  not  provide  a  means  to  delegate  this  authority  to  a 
local  or  regional  entity.  Based  on  the  provisions  of  PWSA,  the  Coast  Guard  is  the 
appropriate  lead  agency  in  navigation  safety,  waterway  services  and  vessel  traffic 
management. 

The  Federal  government,  through  the  Coast  Guard,  should  continue  to  play  a 
major  role  in  funding  VTS  and  other  initiatives  that  promote  safety  to  the  benefit  of 
all  those  who  work  and  live  on  or  near  our  waterways.  Ports  are  local  or  regional 
resources  interested  in  vessel  traffic  management  to  the  extent  that  such  manage- 
ment facilitates  commerce  and  generates  port  revenue.  Local  authorities  do  not 
manage  or  direct  vessel  traffic  with  the  focused  goals  of  promoting  navigational 
safety  and  protection  of  the  environment.  The  safety  aspect  of  a  vessel  and  its  tran- 
sit through  our  territorial  waters  is  of  much  broader  concern  and  extends  to  all 
those  that  might  be  affected  by  a  marine  accident;  not  just  those  with  a  monetary 
interest  in  the  port.  Port  security,  regulatory  and  enforcement  uniformity,  and  con- 
sistency with  international  agreements  are  additional  issues  which  impact  on  vessel 
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traffic  management  and,  as  such,  dictate  that  the  nationwide  role  of  vessel  traffic 
management  is  properly  dealt  with  on  a  federal  level. 

Mr.  Carr.  To  what  degree  should  the  Coast  Guard  obtain  local 
and  regional  consent  before  installing  a  VTS? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  the  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  (33  USC  1223)  and  its  subsequent  amend- 
ments, Congress  clearly  states  that  the  Coast  Guard  shall  consult  with  other  Feder- 
al agencies,  State  representatives,  affected  users,  and  the  general  public  in  formu- 
lating measures  affecting  vessel  and  port  operations.  In  light  of  this,  the  Coast 
Guard  works  closely  with  local  concerns  in  the  decisions  affecting  the  establishment 
of  a  VTS. 

Even  though  the  Coast  Guard  considers  the  operation  and  establishment  of  a 
Vessel  Traffic  Service  to  be  an  inherently  governmental  function,  we  always  seek 
the  support  and  approval  of  persons  or  institutions  that  will  be  affected  by  our  deci- 
sion. All  local  concerns  are  considered  equitably,  including  those  that  might  conflict, 
such  as  commercial  port  activities  and  environmental  issues. 

Once  the  decision  to  establish  a  VTS  is  made,  the  Coast  Guard  continues  to  work 
closely  with  local  representatives  in  the  design,  construction  and  operational  phases. 
In  New  York,  Houston-Galveston  and  New  Orleans,  we  have  created  formal  adviso- 
ry committees  as  public  fora  for  input  into  VTS  decision  making. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  does  the  Coast  Guard  plan  to  integrate  its  VTS 
systems  with  the  already  existing  privately  owned  and  operated 
vessel  management  systems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  supports  activities  that  enhance  the  safety  of  navigation.  Howev- 
er, the  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  (33  USC  1223)  does  not  empower  the  Coast 
Guard  to  oversee,  sanction  or  establish  regulations  governing  the  operation  of  non- 
federal activities  dealing  with  vessel  traffic  management.  Absent  legislation  and 
oversight  and  to  the  extent  practicable,  the  CoEist  Guard  recommends  non-federal 
VTS-like  activities  to  be  operated  in  consonance  with  existing  International  Mari- 
time Organization  (IMO)  VTS  guidelines. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  in  the  process  of  conducting  discussions  with  private  vessel 
traffic  management  system  operators  on  our  respective  roles,  as  well  as  on  the  topic 
of  what  cooperative  federal /non-federal  efforts  might  entail.  Some  issues  include 
personnel  certification  and  training,  standardizaton  of  communications  and  operat- 
ing procedures,  and  joint  use  of  facilities  or  data. 

SHORE  FACILITY  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  has  a  backlog  of  shore  facility  con- 
struction projects  and  many  of  its  existing  facilities  are  deteriorat- 
ing. The  process  for  funding  shore  facilities,  however,  takes  a  long 
time.  Shortening  the  process  would  prevent  further  deterioration  of 
facilities  and  protect  the  safety  of  Coast  Guard  personnel. 

In  June  1992,  a  Coast  Guard  Quality  Action  Team  reported  on 
the  adequacy  of  the  Coast  Guard's  Shore  Facilities  Planning  Proc- 
ess. Its  report  concluded  that  documentation  is  outdated  or  non- 
existent, many  personnel  are  not  certain  of  their  responsibilities, 
and  there  is  no  system  of  training.  The  report  also  contained  many 
specific  recommendations  to  speed  up  the  process. 

Has  the  Coast  Guard  accepted  the  findings  and  recommendations 
of  the  Quality  Action  Team?  Has  the  Coast  Guard  developed  an 
action  plan  for  implementing  the  recommendations?  If  so,  who  is 
responsible  for  implementation  and  what  are  the  time  frames  in- 
volved? Have  any  recommendations  been  implemented? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  accepted  the  report  of  the  QAT  which  includes  the  team's 
findings  and  recommendations.  All  team  recommendations  were  approved  for  imple- 
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mentation  except  the  delegation  of  signature  authority  on  documents  and  Chief  of 
Staff  involvement  in  prioritizing  the  Shore  Facilities  Requirements  List. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  developed  an  action  plan  to  implement  the  approved  recom- 
mendations. The  plan  consists  of  fifteen  action  items  for  implementation,  and  specif- 
ic milestones  and  time  frames  have  been  set  for  each  of  the  fifteen  action  items  in 
the  implementation  plan.  The  original  plan  called  for  all  items  to  be  completed  by 
March  1994.  The  first  quarterly  status  report  will  be  issued  in  early  June  1993. 

None  of  the  items  have  been  completely  implemented  to  date;  however,  there  has 
been  significant  action  on  a  number  of  items: 

A  letter  to  Coast  Guard  field  units  has  been  drafted  and  cross  functional  working 
groups  are  being  identified  to  develop  and  document  standard  operation  procedures 
for  all  phase  of  the  Shore  Facility  Planning  Process. 

Details  of  the  Shore  Facility  Planning  Process  database  have  been  established  and 
the  prototype  system  is  running  test  data.  Further  refinements  are  being  made  as 
data  is  inputted  and  verified. 

A  new  field  planning  manual  has  been  drafted  and  submitted  for  printing.  The 
manual  specifically  requires  that  the  Planning  Proposal  review  include  command, 
control,  and  communications. 

Workshops  for  planners  are  taking  place  in  the  field  with  headquarters  represen- 
tation. The  need  for  further  detailed  training  and  workshops  is  being  discussed  by  a 
Natural  Working  Group. 

Customer  Design  Review  meetings  have  been  standardized  for  all  Coast  Guard  Ac- 
quisition, Construction,  and  Improvements  (AC&I)  construction  projects. 

A  new  Planning  Proposal  format  has  been  developed  which  will  alter  the  system 
which  generates  planning  proposals.  A  detailed  meeting  with  key  players  from  the 
field  will  be  held  to  validate  and  adjust  the  format  before  it  is  distributed  as  a  draft 
to  all  Coast  Guard  planners  for  their  input. 

Mr.  Carr.  Recent  Coast  Guard  testimony  before  the  Congress  in- 
dicated that  shore  facilities  are  deteriorating,  and  the  Coast  Guard 
has  a  backlog  of  maintenance  projects  that  require  funding. 

Has  the  backlog  of  maintenance  projects  resulted  in  the  need  to 
correct  the  problem  at  some  of  the  shore  facilities  through  the  use 
of  Acquisition,  Construction,  and  Improvement  account  funds? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Long  term  deferral  of  routine  maintenance  normally  carried  out  with  Operating 
Expense  (OE)  funds  can  result  in  facility  deterioration  which  can  only  be  remedied 
through  major  rehabilitation  or  replacement.  In  this  sense,  unfunded  maintenance 
backlogs  can  ultimately  place  demands  on  the  Acquisition,  Construction,  and  Im- 
provement (AC&I)  appropriation.  For  instance,  steel  bulkheads  are  subjected  to  ac- 
celerated corrosion.  Often  an  underwater  patch  (funded  with  OE)  can  extend  the  life 
of  the  bulkhead.  Without  the  patch,  the  entire  bulkhead  may  fail,  necessitating  the 
need  to  request  AC&I  funds.  Another  example  is  routine  replacement  of  rotten  pier 
timbers.  If  the  piers  aren't  replaced  in  time,  the  entire  structure  loses  service  life. 
While  there  is  anecdotal  information  regarding  deferred  maintenance  which  has,  in 
turn,  created  demand  on  AC&I  funds,  there  is  no  institutional  process  to  track  or 
assess  the  magnitude  of  the  impact.  The  Chairman's  point  is  well  taken  and  we  will 
explore  methods  to  capture  this  information. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  does  the  approval  and  funding  of  operations  and 
maintenance  projects  differ  from  the  shore  facilities  planning  proc- 
ess? Does  this  process  have  problems  similar  to  those  identified  by 
the  Quality  Action  Team  for  shore  facility  construction? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  Operations  and  Maintenance  program  (OE)  addresses  near  term  facility  re- 
quirements whereas  our  capital  replacement  program  (AC&I)  is  a  five  year  cycle  to 
plan  and  construct  major  facilities.  OE  funds  are  distributed  to  field  units  based  on 
criteria  such  as  the  size  of  their  facilities  maintenance  backlog,  geographic  cost  dif- 
ferences, square  feet  of  facilities,  and  other  criteria.  After  distribution  to  the  field, 
local  commanders  approve  the  backlog  projects  which  are  to  be  funded  with  the 
available  OE  funds.  AC&I  projects  are  approved  at  the  Headquarters  level.  The  OE 
process  does  not  have  problems  similar  to  those  identified  by  the  Quality  Action 
Team  (QAT)  for  Shore  Facility  Construction  based  on  the  differences  in  scope,  time- 
lines, and  final  approval  source. 
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ROLES  AND  MISSIONS  STUDY 


Mr.  Carr.  I  believe  the  last  comprehensive  Coast  guard  roles  and 
missions  study  was  completed  about  10  years  ago.  It  is  time  to 
update  that  work? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  last  Coast  Guard  roles  and  mission  study  was  completed  in  1982.  This  two 
year  effort  was  initiated  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  the  Commandant  of 
the  Coast  Guard  because  it  has  been  twenty  years  (1962)  since  the  last  roles  and 
missions  study  was  completed.  Specific  direction  was  given  to  review  how  the  CG 
was  managing  increased  duty  requirements  heaped  on  the  service  in  the  1970's.  This 
study  was  "a  simple  reaffirmation  of  all  Coast  Guard's  existing  tasks"  and  one  de- 
signed to  assess  current  functions,  determine  which  functions  should  be  continued, 
and  which  might  be  eliminated. 

Ten  years  have  passed  since  the  last  study  was  completed.  Many  laws  we  operate 
under  have  changed,  new  ones  added  (i.e.  OPA  1990),  and  at  times  emphasis  on  one 
program  or  another  has  shifted,  but  the  Coast  Guard's  missions  and  roles  remain 
unchanged. 

The  Coast  Guard  reviews  and  reassess  its  missions  and  roles  continually.  The  Re- 
source Director  is  tasked  with  the  responsibility  to  perform  this  function  with  a 
near  and  long  term  horizon.  The  Commandant's  staff  has  a  strategic  planning  ele- 
ment which  continually  assesses  the  external  environment  providing  valuable  anal- 
yses which  help  in  anticipating  changing  emphasis  in  missions  and  roles.  A  strate- 
gic planning  group  has  identified  Coast  Guard  core  attributes,  which  defined  our 
distinctive  character,  and  they  use  these  to  assess  external  possibilities.  At  the  same 
time,  the  Coast  Guard's  recent  emphasis  on  Total  Quality  Management  provides  a 
mechanism  to  review  and  assess  our  mission  and  roles  to  assure  that  the  Coast 
Guard's  priorities  remain  aligned  with  the  public's  interests. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  in  a  much  better  position  today  to  assess  its  roles  and  mis- 
sions to  ensure  that  the  public  receives  the  service  it  requires.  We  believe  another 
roles  and  missions  study  is  unnecessary. 

UNANTICIPATED  OPERATIONS — COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  During  1992,  several  events  occurred  which  caused  the 
Coast  Guard  to  take  on  unanticipated  activities  and  conduct 
higher-than-average  levels  of  certain  operations.  These  included 
Haitian  interdiction  efforts  and  responding  to  search  and  rescue 
and  aids  to  navigation  cases  arising  from  Hurricanes  Andrew  and 
Iniki. 

What  is  the  Coast  Guard's  estimated  cost  of  dealing  with  these 
extraordinary  situations  during  1992  and  how  did  you  finance 
those  costs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimated  incremental  cost  of  Coast  guard  Haitian  interdiction  operations  for 
fiscal  year  1992  is  $3,263,000.  As  discussed  in  letters  dated  14  January  1992,  and  15 
April  1992,  from  Coast  Guard  officials  to  the  subcommittee  staff,  nonrecurring  funds 
provided  by  Public  Law  102-229  for  Desert  Shield/Desert  Storm  activities  were  ap- 
plied to  the  Operating  Expenses  appropriation  to  offset  costs  incurred  during  Hai- 
tian interdiction  operations  in  fiscal  year  1992. 

The  Coast  Guard  does  not  have  cost  estimates  for  the  response  efforts  associated 
with  Hurricanes  Andrew  and  Iniki.  These  efforts  were  funded  from  the  normal  op- 
erating funds  appropriated  to  the  Coast  Guard  to  respond  to  search  and  rescue  mis- 
sions, aids  to  navigation  discrepancies,  etc.  No  effort  was  made  to  quantify  these 
costs  as  they  were  not  incremental. 

However,  Coast  Guard  property  damage,  and  damage  to  Coast  Guard  members' 
property  for  which  a  claim  against  the  government  can  be  made,  total  approximate- 
ly $26.5  million.  Funding  to  cover  these  incremental  damage  costs  was  appropriated 
by  P.L.  102-368,  which  provided  $20  million  for  the  Coast  Guard's  Operating  Ex- 
penses appropriations,  and  $11.5  million  for  the  Coast  Guard's  Acquisition,  Con- 
struction, and   Improvements  appropriation.  This  $5  million  difference  ($20M    + 
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$11. 5M  -  $26.5M)  is  included  in  the  "Net  Base  Adjustment  for  One-Time  Supple- 
mental Appropriations"  line  item  on  page  38  of  the  justifications. 

OPERATING  BASE 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  your  operating  budget  is  developed  by  estimat- 
ing additions  and  subtractions  to  the  base  level  of  the  previous 
year,  why  don't  we  see  subtractions  to  the  base  for  those  extraordi- 
nary costs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Because  the  fiscal  year  1992  incremental  costs  for  Haitian  interdiction  operations 
were  effectively  covered  by  a  nonrecurring  source,  the  Dire  Emergency  Supplemen- 
tal Appropriations  Act  for  Desert  Shield/Desert  Storm  (Public  Law  102-229),  and 
not  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act, 
1992  (Public  Law  102-143),  the  Coast  Guard's  fiscal  year  1992  base  does  not  contain 
this  funding. 

As  explained  in  the  answer  to  the  preceding  question,  costs  for  response  efforts 
associated  with  Hurricane  Andrew  and  Iniki  were  not  incremental.  Thus,  no  adjust- 
ment to  the  base  should  be  made. 

PERFORMANCE  MEASURES  FOR  MARINE  SAFETY  MISSION 

Mr.  Carr.  One  specific  program  singled  out  by  the  GAO  is 
marine  safety.  Mr.  Mead  stated:  "In  fiscal  year  1992,  the  Coast 
Guard  received  $243  million  in  operating  expenses  funds  for  its 
marine  safety  mission.  However,  it  does  not  have  performance 
measures  to  determine  what  impact  its  safety  activities  have  in  re- 
ducing or  preventing  accidents  and,  consequently,  whether  its  re- 
sources are  used  effectively." 

Can  you  refute  the  GAO's  allegation?  Exactly  what  performance 
measures  does  the  Coast  Guard  use  for  the  marine  safety  mission? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Government  Accounting  Office's  assessment  was  valid  criticism.  For  many 
years,  our  marine  safety  programs  have  used  various  marine  casualty  and  pollution 
rates  as  our  principal  measures  of  effectiveness.  Mr.  Mead  observed  that  such  meas- 
ures are  inadequate  measures  of  Coast  Guard  performance,  since  the  Coast  Guard 
influence  on  these  rates  is  small  be  comparison  with  a  range  of  other,  independent 
factors. 

We  have  been  working  on  several  fronts  to  improve  our  performance  measures. 
We  recently  deployed  an  automated  staffing  model  for  our  field  Marine  Safety  Of- 
fices, keying  on  well  over  200  discrete  activities  conducted  at  the  field  level.  Using 
data  inputs  for  exposure  (frequently  of  an  event  requiring  Coast  Guard  action), 
standard  performance  levels,  and  standard  productivity  levels  for  each  activity,  we 
are  able  to  monitor  and  rebalance  our  distribution  of  resources  for  optimum  use  geo- 
graphically. The  Staffing  Model  also  provides  us  with  a  clear  linkage  between  our 
field  activities  and  resource  costs,  highlighting  areas  for  targeting  a  reassessment  of 
the  right  mix  of  activities. 

We  have  further  begun  detailed  examination  of  our  field  activities  on  a  quarterly 
basis,  using  data  entered  into  our  Marine  Safety  Information  System,  linking  our 
activities  to  deficiencies  and  to  enforcement  actions.  These  examinations  are  re- 
viewed collectively  by  our  senior  marine  safety  program  managers  to  highlight  prob- 
lems early  and  to  permit  redirection  of  the  programs  to  correct  more  significant  dis- 
crepancies. 

Even  more  recently,  we  have  completed  planning  and  measurement  workshops 
for  eight  of  our  nine  marine  safety  divisions,  where  we  have  developed  preliminary 
measures  of  effectiveness  for  each  program  and  major  support  function.  Our  next 
step  in  this  process  is  to  validate  these  measures  with  key  customer  groups,  and 
begin  acquiring  and  assembling  the  data  on  a  periodic  basis. 

For  the  longer  term,  we  have  initiated  research  contracts  with  Sandia  National 
Laboratories  (SNL)  and  Battelle  Pacific  Northwest  Laboratories  to  measure  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  key  parts  of  our  marine  safety  programs,  and  to  serve  as  demonstra- 
tions of  the  tools  and  techniques  we  will  apply  to  measuring  the  effectiveness  of  all 
of  our  marine  safety  activities.  A  follow  on  contract  to  the  SNL  study  will  link  these 
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effectiveness  measures  to  a  national  risk  profile  and  to  our  staffing  model,  providing 
systemic  feedback. 

MEASURABLE  GOALS  AND  OBJECTIVES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Inspector  General  reached  the  same  conclusion  in 
a  1992  review  of  your  law  enforcement  program,  so  this  problem  is 
apparently  not  limited  to  one  part  of  your  organization. 

Does  the  Coast  Guard  have  a  broad  problem  in  being  able  to  de- 
velop measurable  goals  and  objectives  for  its  programs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  recognize  the  development  of  measurable  program  goals  and  objectives  is  an 
important  activity  which  can  be  improved  through  senior  management  involvement 
and  organizational  focus.  We  are  doing  that. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  taken  three  recent  significant  steps  to  improve  our  ability  to 
develop  measurable  program  goals:  (1)  we  have  adopted  the  Total  Quality  Manage- 
ment (TQM)  organizational  structure  and  philosophy,  of  which  evaluation  is  a  fun- 
damental precept;  (2)  the  evaluation  function  has  been  added  as  a  functional  respon- 
sibility to  our  planning  and  policy  staff  to  energize  and  assist  Coast  Guard  program 
elements  with  the  development  of  measures.  Of  the  two,  TQM  has  had  an  earlier 
start  and  some  successes  are  beginning  to  emerge.  We  expect  this  to  expand  rapidly 
now  that  it  is  fully  implemented;  (3)  we  have  implemented  a  strategic  IRM  planning 
process  (SIRMP)  to  look  at  our  business  practices  and  information  requirements. 
The  evaluation  function  is  being  explored  as  part  of  an  overall  strateg;.'  for  program 
measurement  and  evaluation.  Several  evaluation  prototypes  are  being  tested  and 
analyzed  by  program  managers  at  Coast  Guard  Headquarters.  They  include  the 
naval  engineering  support  delivery  system,  training  command  performance  and  the 
search  and  rescue  (SAR)  data  base  evaluation.  These  tests  will  continue  through 
1994,  after  which  we  will  consider  them  for  implementation. 

ADEQUATE  MANAGEMENT  INFORMATION  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  Poor  information  my  be  the  cause  of  some  of  your 
management  problems,  but  it  doesn't  explain  the  cause  of  your 
lack  of  proper  information. 

Are  you  organized  improperly,  do  you  lack  sufficient  resources, 
or  are  there  other  reasons  why  you  are  unable  to  develop  and  im- 
plement adequate  management  information  systems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  response  to  GAO  recommendations  in  an  audit  dated  April  24,  1990,  the  Coast 
Guard  focused  planning  resources  to  improve  its  management  of  information  sys- 
tems. Our  development  of  Strategic  Information  Resource  Management  Plans 
(SIRMP:  pronounced  "shrimp")  is  a  crucial  step  in  a  systematic  process  to  reach 
that  goal. 

Implementing  adequate  management  information  systems  is  one  of  the  more  diffi- 
cult and  complex  issues  government  agencies  face  because  it  involves  defining  what 
the  organization  is  by  the  information  it  chooses  to  capture.  We  are  developing 
better,  cross  functional  data  systems  which  will  significantly  enhance  the  quantity 
and  quality  of  information  available  regarding  Coast  Guard  operations.  The  develop- 
ment of  these  data  systems  documents  existing  business  practices  and  organization- 
al structures  before  recommending  changes  to  either  which  take  advantage  of  auto- 
mation and  technology. 

Examples  of  programs  in  the  development  stage  include:  MISLE,  a  project  that 
combines  development  of  the  Marine  Safety  Network,  Vessel  I.D.  System,  and  LEIS 
II  to  provide  cross  functionality  in  systems;  AMMIS,  an  aircraft  maintenance  man- 
agement system;  and  SAIL,  a  system  to  automate  and  integrate  logistics  for  cutters. 
Numerous  other  systems  are  in  the  concept  exploration  stage  of  development.  The 
systematic  process  we  are  following  will  ensure  that  we  will  organize  properly  and 
collect  the  proper  information  in  the  future.  As  we  progress  through  the  develop- 
ment of  these  systems,  resource  requirements  and  savings  will  be  identified  through 
the  budgeting  or  reprogramming  process.  As  GAO  recognizes,  the  SIRMPs  process  is 
a  critical  step  toward  our  goal  of  proper  information  and  proper  organization. 
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GOALS  AND  OBJECTIVES  FOR  MAJOR  OPERATING  MISSIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  How  do  you  justify  your  operating  budget  if  you  don't 
have  specific  performance  goals  and  objectives  for  each  of  your 
major  operating  missions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  discussed  earlier,  we  are  attempting  to  develop  meaningful  measures  of  effec- 
tiveness (MOEs)  for  each  of  our  major  operating  programs  and  several  prototype  ef- 
forts are  underway.  While  we  continue  their  development,  we  intend  to  follow  the 
advice  of  GAO  and  accelerate  MOE  development  for  three  of  our  major  programs 
areas. 

Initially,  we  need  to  identify,  capture  and  then  analyze  the  necessary  data  so  that 
it  can  be  become  meaningful  information  with  respect  to  measuring  our  perform- 
ance goals  and  objectives.  As  noted  earlier,  our  Strategic  Information  Resources 
Management  Plan  has  set  the  initial  course  for  those  events.  To  a  large  extent  then, 
the  programs  we  choose  for  accelerated  MOE  development  will  be  those  having  ad- 
vanced statistical  data.  We  will  consider  lessons  learned  from  prototype  efforts. 

Once  measures  of  effectiveness  are  developed,  they  will  be  compared  against  the 
appropriate  resource  base  including  the  respective  requests  for  more  or  fewer  re- 
sources. Keep  in  mind,  in  theory,  MOEs  may  ultimately  allow  for  a  marginal  cost 
comparison,  but  that  comparison  becomes  more  difficult  in  a  multi-mission  agency. 

RESPONSIVENESS  TO  MANAGEMENT  IMPROVEMENT  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  numerous  reports,  and  in  the  GAO's  testimony 
today  on  page  11,  it  is  indicated  that  the  Coast  Guard  often  agrees 
to  implement  the  recommendations  for  management  improve- 
ments, but  after  a  few  years  we  find  that  little  change  actually 
took  place. 

When  the  Coast  Guard  agrees  to  address  a  problem,  why  does  it 
take  so  long  to  affect  any  substantial  change  in  behavior? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Each  year,  external  audit  organizations  conduct  approximately  100  reviews  of 
Coast  Guard  programs  and  operations.  For  each  audit,  the  Coast  Guard  develops 
viable  solutions  for  all  recognized  weaknesses.  We  take  swift  action  on  those  that 
can  be  quickly  corrected,  but  many  of  the  solutions  to  the  areas  identified  by  DOT 
Inspector  General  or  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  audit  reports  frequently  re- 
quire long-term  corrective  actions.  We  will  continue  to  work  at  reducing  the  period 
between  discovering  a  recognized  weakness  and  completing  the  necessary  improve- 
ments. 

ACADEMY  STAFF  VALUES 

Mr.  Carr.  Even  the  staff  at  the  academy  shared  many  of  these 
values.  For  example,  fairness,  leadership  and  teamwork  were  cited 
as  the  three  least  exhibited  values.  Of  course,  if  the  faculty  and 
staff  don't  have  fairness,  leadership  and  teamwork,  three  qualities 
particularly  important  to  the  Coast  Guard,  it  is  pretty  unrealistic 
to  expect  the  students  to  learn  the  importance  of  those  values. 

Should  the  Coast  Guard  do  a  better  job  of  selecting  educators  and 
staff  at  the  academy? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Everyone  at  the  Coast  Guard  Academy,  including  our  faculty  and  staff,  values 
fairness,  leadership,  and  teamwork.  The  survey  clearly  indicates  this.  According  to 
the  survey,  fairness,  leadership,  and  teamwork  were  all  valued  at  a  level  above  "a 
moderate  extent"  by  all  subpopulations  at  the  Academy.  In  developing  the  values 
rating  table  referred  to  in  the  question,  the  survey  asked:  "In  general,  to  what 
extent  do  people  at  the  Coast  Guard  Academy,  as  a  whole,  exhibit  each  of  these 
values  in  their  everyday  behavior?"  The  perception  of  the  exhibition  of  these  values 
was  rated  on  a  5-point  scale  with  1  representing  "almost  no  extent,"  3  representing 
"a  moderate  extent,"  and  5  representing  "a  great  extent."  With  respect  to  staff  re- 
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sponses  to  this  question,  the  range  of  mean  scores  between  the  lowest  11  values  was 
only  0.46  variance,  with  no  mean  score  falling  below  3.16,  still  greater  than  "a  mod- 
erate extent."  We  strongly  believe  the  data  shows  that  our  faculty  and  staff  have  an 
appreciation  for  these  values.  The  suggestion  that  our  faculty  and  staff  do  not  value 
fairness,  leadership  and  teamwork  is  simply  not  supported  by  the  survey  results. 

We  do  agree  that  our  survey  indicates  room  for  improvement  in  many  areas,  in- 
cluding our  instructors  and  staff.  They  are  critical  to  the  success  of  the  Academy  in 
that  they  serve  as  important  role  models  for  our  cadets.  We  initiated  this  assess- 
ment and  continue  to  use  surveys  to  measure  our  effectiveness  and  make  construc- 
tive changes  in  the  Academy's  curriculum  when  they  are  needed.  The  new  required 
Morals  and  Ethics  course  is  one  example  of  a  constructive  change  aimed  to  promote 
desired  values  among  the  corps  of  cadets. 

With  regard  to  the  quality  of  our  educators  and  staff,  we  carefully  scrutinize  the 
applications  of  both  military  and  civilian  personnel  who  seek  faculty  or  staff  posi- 
tions. We  realize  that  they  have  direct  interaction  with  cadets  and  we  weigh  our 
selection  decisions  against  the  most  stringent  criteria.  We  are  proud  of  our  faculty 
and  staff,  but  we  continually  look  for  ways  to  improve. 

Mr.  Carr.  Some  of  the  traits  which  are  not  being  taught  at  the 
academy  are  critical  for  effective  accomplishment  of  the  Coast 
Guard's  missions.  For  example,  according  to  the  study  there  is  "an 
excessive  degree  of  resistance  to  change  and  risk  taking,"  and 
people  are  not  encouraged  to  speak  up  and  "thus  tend  to  not  think 
critically  and  show  much  initiative"  at  the  academy. 

These  characteristics  could  be  extremely  detrimental  for  an  offi- 
cer serving  as  on-scene  coordinator  for  a  major  oil  spill  or  interdict- 
ing a  boatload  of  Haitians,  which  involve  quick  thinking  and  an 
ability  to  take  calculated  risks. 

What  actions  are  needed  to  turn  the  climate  around  from  the 
training  of  CYA  bureaucrats  to  motivated,  critically  thinking  man- 
agers and  leaders? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  implication  that  we  are  graduating  "CYA  bureaucrats"  is  not  evidenced  in 
the  on-the-job  performance  of  graduates  and  seems  to  have  been  taken  out  of  con- 
text. The  executive  summary  states:  "Our  overall  findings  are  that  the  Academy 
has  an  extremely  strong  set  of  values  and  assertive,  respected  leaders,  making  for  a 
healthy  organizational  culture."  The  performance  of  Academy  graduates  in  the  mis- 
sion areas  mentioned  above,  such  as  Haitian  Migration  Interdiction  Operations,  is  a 
direct  indicator  and  demonstrates  their  ability  to  think  quickly  and  take  calculated 
risks  when  necessary. 

There  is  always  room  for  improvement  and  this  element  of  the  study  findings  is  of 
concern.  Since  December  1992,  the  Academy's  top  administrators  have  been  develop- 
ing a  long  range  plan  to  clearly  delineate  the  mission  of  the  Academy.  Wanting  to 
produce  officers  who  "think  outside  the  box",  these  leaders  have  publicly  stated  that 
we  strive  to  graduate  critical  thinkers  and  creative  officers  who  are  willing  to  take 
risks.  The  following  programs  have  been  established  to  help  support  this  goal: 

1.  Honors  Classes  were  established  where  cadets  and  faculty  meet  monthly  to  dis- 
cuss current  events  and  philosophical  issues. 

2.  Learning,  Integration  and  Assessment  Exercises — Twice  a  year,  cadets  are  chal- 
lenged with  a  staged  series  of  exercises  based  on  realistic  Coast  Guard  scenarios, 
such  as  oil  spills  or  rescue  operations.  Cadets  are  required  to  draw  on  their  academ- 
ic and  leadership  skills  to  manage  a  crisis,  make  decisions,  and  exhibit  critical 
thinking  in  a  complex  environment. 

3.  Center  for  Advanced  Studies  was  established  two  years  ago  to  encourage  and 
support  faculty  research.  Under  this  program,  28  research  papers  have  already  been 
published,  many  coauthored  by  cadets. 

4.  New  Faculty  Orientation  occurs  two  weeks  prior  to  onset  of  the  Academic  year. 
During  this  workshop,  the  development  of  critical  thinking  skills  among  cadets  is 
stressed  as  the  new  instructors  look  at  selected  case  studies. 

5.  Morals  and  Ethics  is  a  new  required  course  for  all  cadets.  It  facilities  the  devel- 
opment of  critical  thinking  skills  by  discussion  of  philosophical  issues. 
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ACADEMY  CLIMATE  ASSESSMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  past  years,  we  have  discussed  the  high  attrition 
rate  of  females  at  the  academy.  Last  year  you  stated  that  the  cause 
was  unknown. 

The  academy  study  found  that  85  percent  of  women  cadets  re- 
ported at  least  one  instance  of  sexual  harassment  while  they  have 
been  at  the  academy.  Previous  surveys  have  documented  that 
women  graduates  of  the  academy  generally  have  not  commented 
positively  on  their  experience  at  the  school.  Now  perhaps  we  have 
an  idea  why. 

What  are  you  doing  about  this  intolerable  situation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  attrition  rate  for  female  cadets  now  equals  that  of  male  cadets.  For  the  Class 
of  1993,  the  projected  attrition  rate  for  both  male  and  female  cadets,  compiled  since 
the  first  day  of  their  arrival,  is  36%.  Since  the  start  of  classes  in  fall  of  their  Fourth 
Class  (freshman)  year,  the  projected  attrition  rate  for  female  cadets  is  33%,  while 
the  attrition  rate  for  male  cadets  is  28%  (Note:  the  loss  of  one  female  represents  a 
4%  change  in  the  female  cadet  attrition  rate).  For  the  Class  of  1992,  the  attrition 
rates  for  female  and  male  cadets,  since  the  first  day  of  their  arrival,  were  36%  and 
46%,  respectively. 

No  study  has  found  that  female  cadets  are  leaving  the  Academy  because  of  sexual 
harassment.  There  are  a  number  of  reasons  why  female,  as  well  as  male  cadets 
choose,  or  are  asked  to  leave  the  Academy.  These  range  from  honors  violations, 
physical  fitness  requirements,  very  demanding  scholastic  workloads,  a  personal 
desire  for  a  wider  variety  of  course  offerings,  to  pursuing  other  personal,  career  or 
educational  opportunities. 

The  Academy,  on  its  own  initiative,  arranged  to  have  an  independent  contractor 
conduct  the  climate  assessment.  The  assessment  found  that  85%  of  cadet  women 
(and  28%  of  cadet  men)  had  been  subjected  to  some  form  of  sexual  harassment. 
Those  reporting  harassment  answered  that  it  had  occurred  infrequently  and  was  of 
the  more  subtle  nature  (i.e.,  unwanted  whistles,  looks,  gestures,  or  comments).  The 
study  did  not  ascertain  who  the  offenders  were:  Coast  Guard  employees  or  the 
public,  military  or  civilian,  male  or  female,  cadet,  officer,  or  enlisted. 

The  consultants'  recommendations  were  very  broad  in  nature  and  related  to  im- 
proved communications,  cadet  and  staff  training,  development  of  human  relations 
programs,  and  leadership.  The  Academy  has  implemented  these  recommendations, 
and  briefed  DACOWITS  on  the  progress  on  two  separate  occasions.  Specifically,  the 
issue  of  sexual  harassment  is  being  addressed  through  the  EEO/Civil  Rights  Office, 
the  Human  Relations  Council,  the  Cadet  Human  Relations  Program,  and  the  Social 
and  Professional  Issues  Network.  The  following  training  programs  are  already  in 
place  or  being  implemented  to  further  address  the  issues:  Sexual  Harassment  Pre- 
vention, Supervisory  EEO  Responsibilities,  Human  Effectiveness,  Communications 
Workshop,  Date  Rape  Prevention,  Human  Relations,  Women  Underway  Seminar, 
Managing  in  a  Minority  Environment,  and  special  modules  in  Leadership  classes. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  indicated  last  year  that  the  attrition  rate  for 
males  at  the  academy  is  about  36  percent,  which  is  over  one-third 
higher  than  the  average  rate  for  the  other  military  academies.  It 
seems  like  males  are  as  dissatisfied  at  the  academy  as  females  are. 

Why  is  the  attrition  rate  so  high? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  making  headway  in  lowering  the  attrition  rates  at  the  Academy.  The  at- 
trition rate  for  male  cadets  in  the  Class  of  1993,  from  the  first  day  of  their  arrival, 
is  projected  to  be  36%,  down  from  40%  for  the  Class  of  1988. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  current  attrition  rate  does  not  necessarily  reflect  dis- 
satisfaction with  the  Academy  or  the  Coast  Guard.  There  are  a  number  of  reasons 
why  cadets  choose,  or  are  asked  to  leave  the  Academy.  These  may  range  from 
honors  violations  to  physical  fitness  requirements,  to  a  very  demanding  scholastic 
workload,  to  a  personal  desire  for  a  wider  variety  of  course  offerings,  to  pursuing 
other  personal,  career  or  educational  opportunities. 
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The  Academy  is  essentially  an  engineering  and  technical  school,  with  70%  of 
graduates  obtaining  an  engineering  or  science  degree.  Studies  show  that  the  proba- 
bility of  an  incoming  freshman  at  a  four-year  institution  graduating  from  that  same 
institution  within  four  years  is  only  approximately  50%.  Even  given  the  Academy^s 
heavy  concentration  on  engineering  and  science,  the  Academy's  attrition  rate  is 
well  below  the  national  norm  for  similar  four  year  institutions. 

ACADEMY  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  you  told  us  that  the  annual  cost  to  train  and 
educate  cadets  at  the  academy  was  $41.9  million  (page  622).  Your 
justifications  show  that  there  were  865  cadets  in  that  same  year 
(page  247).  That  would  indicate  an  average  cost  per  cadet  per  year 
of  about  $48,000. 

Is  that  a  fair  approximation  of  what  it  costs  to  put  one  student 
through  the  academy  for  a  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  The  average  cost  per  cadet  is  computed  by  dividing  the  Direct  Annual  Mis- 
sion cost  by  the  average  cadet  corps  size.  Using  FY92  data,  the  Direct  Annual  Mis- 
sion cost  was  $42,448,985  and  the  average  corps  size  was  915.  This  calculates  to  a 
cost  per  student  that  year  of  a  little  more  than  $46,000.  This  figure  would  include 
room,  board,  and  the  annual  salary  of  the  cadet. 

However,  to  put  this  figure  in  proper  perspective,  it  must  be  noted  that  there  is  a 
great  difference  between  the  "price"  of  education  and  the  "cost"  of  education.  While 
a  parent  putting  their  son  or  daughter  through  a  four  year  public  university  will 
typically  pay  between  $8,000  and  $15,000  per  year  out  of  their  pocket,  amounting  to 
between  $32,000  and  $60,000  for  four  years,  the  actual  cost  of  their  education  is  sub- 
stantially higher.  A  1987  United  States  Military  Academy  study  (extrapolated  to 
1992  figures)  calculated  the  "true"  cost  per  student  of  a  typical  4-year  education  to 
be  approximately  $38,700  per  year  (averaged  from  all  4-year  colleges). 

What  is  not  readily  visible  is  the  hidden  cost  of  public  and  private  education.  In 
the  public  and  private  university  scenario,  gifts,  endowments,  alumni  programs,  the 
states  and  other  profit-making  activities  make  up  the  difference  between  what  the 
student  is  charged  and  what  his  or  her  education  actually  costs.  Federal  institutions 
are  prohibited  by  law  from  soliciting  the  kind  of  outside  money  a  private  or  public 
institution  typically  receives. 

TRAINING  OF  ACTIVE  DUTY  MILITARY 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  June  1992  audit,  the  IG  found  that  the  Coast 
Guard's  training  for  military  personnel  has  limited  effectiveness 
because:  Training  requirements  have  not  been  clearly  defined; 
training  courses  are  scheduled  without  consideration  to  the  season- 
al operating  workload  of  Coast  Guard  personnel,  resulting  in  high 
vacancy  rates;  and  the  Coast  Guard  lacks  an  adequate  database  to 
monitor  the  training  needs  and  status  of  its  members. 

What  has  been  done  to  address  these  deficiencies? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  continue  to  make  incremental  progress  in  better  defining  our  training  re- 
quirements. For  example,  the  Cutter  Training  and  Qualification  Manual,  which  in- 
cludes the  Master  Training  Lists  for  all  cutters  82  feet  in  length  and  longer,  has 
been  completely  reviewed  and  the  training  requirements  have  been  revalidated.  The 
Intelligence  Program  has  also  completed  an  analysis  of  every  billet  in  their  program 
and  we  now  specify  the  training  and  qualification  requirements  associated  with 
each  of  those  billets.  In  addition,  we  are  currently  conducting  an  inventory  of  train- 
ing that  we  procure  from  external  sources.  This  inventory,  which  is  scheduled  for 
completion  in  July  1993,  will  assist  in  quantifying  common  training  requirements 
that  are  not  provided  through  the  Coast  Guard's  or  DoD's  training  system.  As  a 
long-term,  and  more  inclusive  solution  to  clearly  defining  all  training  requirements, 
we  are  chartering  a  Quality  Action  Team  (QAT)  to  develop  a  process  which  will 
specify  training  requirements  for  every  billet  and  position  in  the  Coast  Guard  work- 
force. These  training  requirements  will  be  defined  and  validated  based  upon  job  re- 
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quirements  and  job  analysis.  This  QAT  is  scheduled  to  report  its  findings  prior  to 
January  1994,  with  follow-on  efforts  by  individual  programs  to  define  training  re- 
quirements extending  throughout  1994. 

To  address  scheduling  weaknesses,  FY93  training  courses  under  the  Coast  Guard's 
control  were  scheduled  with  full  consideration  being  given  to  the  seasonal  operating 
workload  of  our  personnel.  The  FY94  training  plan,  which  is  currently  under  devel- 
opment, further  refines  the  scheduling  process  and  continues  to  give  due  consider- 
ation to  seasonal  workload  factors. 

Several  ongoing  and  planned  initiatives  address  the  lack  of  a  data  base  to  monitor 
the  training  needs  and  status  of  Coast  Guard  personnel.  The  Training  Management 
System  data  base,  implemented  in  FY92,  provides  a  record  of  centrally-funded  train- 
ing. A  business  process  examination  of  training  is  planned  for  FY94.  Following  this 
examination,  individuals  will  be  provided  access  to  their  personnel  record  to  allow 
for  verification  of  training  and  other  personnel-related  information.  Additionally,  an 
overhaul  of  the  present  qualification  code  system  and  establishment  of  a  "training 
received"  code  system  is  planned. 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  report,  similar  deficiencies  had  been 
uncovered  in  a  1985  IG  audit.  As  they  said,  "Corrective  action 
taken  by  the  Coast  Guard  has  not  been  fully  effective." 

What  assurances  can  you  give  us  that  these  problems  will  be 
fixed  this  time  around? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  recognize  that  some  of  the  deficiencies  identified  in  the  most  recent  DOT  IG 
audit  have  been  longstanding  in  nature.  There  is  now  a  clearly  defined  organiza- 
tional commitment  to  address  them.  The  recently  conducted  (Dec  92-Mar  93)  Train- 
ing System  Focus  Group  has  completed  its  analysis  of  the  Coast  Guard's  Training 
System.  The  Focus  Group  identified  and  prioritized  twelve  major  problems  within 
the  existing  system.  The  problems  identified  are  consistent  with  the  findings  of  the 
1985  and  1992  DOT  IG  audits  of  training.  We  are  currently  chartering  follow-on 
Quality  Action  Teams  or  assigning  responsibility  for  policy  development  to  the  ap- 
propriate standing  organizations  in  order  to  resolve  these  problems.  A  timetable  for 
establishing  corrective  actions  extends  to  the  beginning  of  calendar  year  1995. 

Central  to  each  follow-on  activity  is  the  goal  of  meeting  the  training  needs  of  the 
Coast  Guard's  workforce  in  the  most  efficient  manner  possible.  This  will  require 
more  centralized  coordination  of  training,  the  development  of  consistent  and  explicit 
training  requirements  for  each  position/billet,  development  of  policy  which  maxi- 
mizes the  return  on  the  training  investment,  and  an  adequate  data  base  to  monitor 
training  needs  and  the  training  history  of  individuals. 

As  pointed  out  in  our  previous  answer  describing  the  actions  which  have  been 
taken  to  correct  deficiencies  noted  in  a  June  1992  IG  audit,  we  have  made  incremen- 
tal progress  towards  resolving  many  of  these  longstanding  problems.  As  these  prob- 
lems are  complex,  the  solutions  will  not  be  immediate.  We  have  made  the  organiza- 
tional commitment  to  the  long-term  efforts  that  will  be  needed  to  resolve  these 
problems.  Chartering  and  tasking  follow-on  efforts  by  the  highest  levels  within  the 
organization  is  a  major  step  and  will  ensure  that  appropriate  cross  programmatic 
emphasis  and  resources  are  devoted  to  improving  our  training  system. 

WORK-LIFE  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Coast  Guard  recently  conducted  a  major  review  of 
its  programs  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  for  Coast  Guard  person- 
nel and  their  families.  That  study  was  called  the  work-life  study, 
and  was  completed  in  June  1992. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  now  implementing  the  findings  of  that 
report,  and  has  requested  an  increase  of  $3.1  million  in  fiscal  year 
1994  for  these  purposes. 

When  we  say  work-life  programs,  what  are  we  talking  about? 
Can  you  give  us  some  examples? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Broadly  speaking,  work-life  programs  include  any  programs,  policies,  or  resources 
which  facilitate  meeting  the  needs  of  our  employees  and  enable  them  to  function  at 
a  higher  performance  level  when  they  carry  out  the  missions  of  the  Coast  Guard. 
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Previous  work-life  improvement  efforts  have  focused  generally  on  traditional  issues 
such  as  the  leased  housing  program,  repairs  and  improvements  to  government  hous- 
ing, providing  legal  assistance  within  statutory  constraints,  pursuit  with  DoD  of  pay 
and  benefits  changes,  broader  interpretations  of  existing  policies,  and  improvements 
to  our  healthcare  delivery  system. 

The  Coast  Guard's  current  work-file  programs  are  the  result  of  a  study  which 
took  a  fresh  approach  to  defining  the  needs  of  our  people.  As  a  result,  leadership 
emphasis  on  work-life  programs  has  shifted  from  traditional  approaches  to  a  new 
philosophy  of  empowerment,  facilitation,  and  delivery.  Work-Life  initiatives: 

Empower  personnel  through  use  of  flexible  work  schedules  (Individual  and  Oper- 
ational unit  schedules),  allowing  flexplace  and  telecommuting  options,  and  providing 
flexible  career  options  (Separation  for  Care  of  Newborns  policy). 

Facilitate  service  delivery  of  dependent  care  (training  and  qualifying  Family  Child 
Care  providers,  regional  Work-Life  staff  personnel  for  information  and  referral), 
housing  (leased  housing  program),  health  and  wellness  (1-800  assistance  number,  re- 
gional Work-Life  staff  personnel),  relocation  (flexible  reviews  of  regulations,  spouse 
employment  assistance,  1-800  information  number,  participation  in  DoD  Standard 
Installation  Topic  Exchange  System  (SITES)  project). 

Deliver  actual  ser  Aces  through  Coast  Guard  Child  Development  Centers  (CDCs),  a 
contracted  Employee  Assistance  Program  (EAP),  creation  of  a  Relocation  Assistance 
Service  (RAS),  development  and  distribution  of  a  beneficiary  guide  to  help  all  em- 
ployees self-access  the  delivery  system,  and  establishment  of  regional  Work-Life 
staffs  to  provide  information  and  referral  on  the  entire  spectrum  of  services  people 
need  to  balance  work  and  life. 

While  every  personnel,  operational,  and  support  system  change  affects  one's  qual- 
ity of  life,  several  specific  "work-life"  initiatives  seek  to  minimize  the  stress  and 
burden  imposed. 

Examples  of  Work-Life  initiatives  include  the  creation  of  regional  Work-Life 
staffs,  development  of  new  communications  tools  and  increased  direct  mailing  of  in- 
formation to  employees  and  their  dependents,  contracting  out  an  Employee  Assist- 
ance Program  for  all  personnel  (military  as  well  as  civilians)  and  their  dependents, 
and  creation  of  a  viable  Relocation  Assistance  Program. 

WORK-LIFE  STUDY 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  could  pick  the  three  most  significant  findings  of 
this  study,  what  would  they  be? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Implementation  Plan  and  Study  Report  of  June  1992  consolidated  a  list  of 
key  findings  in  part  I  to  summarize  root  problems,  strengths,  and  weaknesses.  From 
this  list  of  twelve,  the  three  most  significant  findings  of  this  study  are: 

(1)  Our  people  are  uniformed  or  misinformed  concerning  support  services  and  ben- 
efits that  are  available  to  them.  There  is  a  large  gap  in  information  flow  to  depend- 
ants. 

(2)  Services  are  delivered  by  collateral  duty  providers  resulting  in  inconsistent 
service  delivery.  These  same  providers  are  dedicated  to  helping  our  people,  but  are 
hamstrung  by  inadequate  organizational  support  and  resources. 

(3)  Services  are  managed  in  a  fragmented  rather  than  a  holistic  manner,  contrib- 
uting to  a  lack  of  accountability  and  responsibility.  Most  current  service  delivery 
systems  are  inadequate  to  meet  peoples  needs.  Even  some  of  our  good  programs, 
comparable  to  corporate  programs,  are  inadequately  marketed  or  delivered. 

As  a  result,  individual  and  unit  productivity  are  being  adversely  affected  by  per- 
sonal issues  external  to  the  Coast  Guard  workplace.  People  are  forced  to  react, 
many  times  in  an  uniformed  way  to  these  stresses  that  could  be  minimized  or  pre- 
vented through  a  coordinated  and  proactive  support  strategy.  The  establishment  of 
regional  Work-Life  staffs  is  a  key  element  of  this  strategy  because  they  provide  re- 
gional and  local  information  and  referral  support  to  individuals  new  to  an  area  or 
to  those  facing  new  personal  issues.  To  counter  the  information  gap,  an  aggressive 
marketing  program  was  developed  using  new  communication  tools  and  increased 
direct  mailing  of  information  to  employees  and  their  dependents.  More  recently,  a 
service  Employee  Assistance  Program  for  all  personnel  (military  as  well  as  civilians) 
and  their  dependents  was  created  and  the  Coast  Guard  has  started  developing  a 
viable  Relocation  Assistance  Program. 

These  initiatives  are  designed  to  reduce  collateral  tasking  on  units  and  individ- 
uals and  avoid  the  more  costly  treatment  stage  of  problem  resolution.  Work-Life  ini- 
tiatives should  enable  the  individual  to  focus  his  attention  on  his  job  with  fewer  con- 
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cerns  or  distractions,  and  return  that  person  to  the  productive  workforce  sooner 
when  problems  are  more  serious. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  study  found  that  management  improvements 
were  needed  to  provide  more  effective  family  support  programs. 
For  example,  they  found  that  some  activities  were  assigned  as  col- 
lateral duties  to  staff  who  had  other  major  responsibilities,  that  no 
program  manager  was  accountable  for  monitoring  workload  at  field 
units,  and  that  some  managers  in  headquarters  write  the  policy, 
provide  the  service,  and  then  evaluate  the  quality  of  the  program, 
which  raises  doubts  about  the  quality  of  the  evaluations. 

What  changes  have  you  put  into  place  to  strengthen  manage- 
ment of  these  programs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  most  significant  change  to  our  support  organization  was  the  creation  of  21 
regional  Work-Life  staffs.  Although  they  do  not  entirely  eliminate  the  need  for  col- 
lateral duty  representatives  at  each  unit,  they  dramatically  reduce  the  administra- 
tive burden  collateral  duty  officers  had  to  bear.  Work-Life  staffs  will  provide  infor- 
mation bulletins  for  distribution,  will  develop  the  regional  section  of  the  beneficiary 
guide  and  assist  the  unit  representative  with  the  development  of  his  section.  Each 
staff  will  serve  as  a  "one-stop"  source  for  regional  and  local  support  information. 

Work-Life  staffs  also  provide  a  check  on  the  policy  and  programs  created  by  Coast 
Guard  headquarters  program  managers.  Each  staff  has  a  direct  line  to  the  district 
chief  of  staff  and  district  commander  or  CO  or  XO  of  their  unit  which  gives  them 
clout.  With  that  support,  they  maintain  contact  with  field  units  and  act  as  a  conduit 
of  information  and  a  check  on  the  system  for  changes  in  policy  and  procedures. 
Headquarters  retains  oversight  and  quality  review  of  the  program. 

CHILD   CARE   CENTERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Adequate  child  care  has  been  cited  by  the  Coast  Guard 
as  a  problem  in  some  areas.  As  a  result,  the  budget  includes  in- 
creasing funds  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  government- 
owned  day  care  centers. 

Does  the  Coast  Guard  have  the  flexibility  to  establish  a  voucher 
system  for  child  care  costs,  where  the  service  would  reimburse  mili- 
tary families  for  the  difference  between  the  cost  of  private  day  care 
and  the  amount  assumed  reasonable  for  the  income  level  of  that 
family? 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  might  provide  a  more  flexible  system, 
particularly  since  military  rotation  policies  cause  the  day  care 
needs  of  a  geographic  location  to  change  frequently,  perhaps  even 
before  the  day  care  center  is  built. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  does  not  have  the  authority  to  use  appropriated  funds  to  provide 
child  care  vouchers  for  military  personnel,  but  a  voucher  system  is  one  way  to  pro- 
vide flexibility. 

In  general,  we  would  like  to  be  able  to  provide  dependent  care  services  on  a  par 
with  the  other  military  services.  We  would  consider  using  a  voucher  system  as  one 
option  in  the  delivery  of  dependent  care  services.  However,  we  would  not  want  to 
have  a  voucher  system  independent  of  DoD  having  a  similar  system,  and  DoD  sup- 
port for  such  a  system  is  unlikely.  First,  vouchers  would  not  solve  child  care  prob- 
lems in  locations  where  care  is  currently  unavailable  in  the  community  and  second, 
a  voucher  system  could  be  a  management  challenge  and  could  be  very  costly.  Recent 
estimates  indicate  that  implementing  a  voucher  system  applicable  to  the  Coast 
Guard  could  cost  nearly  $12  million  per  year.  DoD  estimates  that  a  voucher  system 
could  cost  them  approximately  $1.3  billion  per  year. 

Our  goal  is  to  facilitate  dependent  care  availability  with  a  minimum  of  capital 
and  management  investment,  thereby  effectively  and  efficiently  meeting  our  re- 
quirements. We  will  attempt  to  avoid  direct  service  delivery,  except  when  local  con- 
ditions preclude  other  options.  However,  we  will  continue  to  build  Child  Develop- 
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ment  Centers  (CDC's)  when  there  is  a  demonstrable  need  that  cannot  be  met 
through  other  alternative  methods  of  service  delivery. 

Military  rotation  policies  can  affect  the  exact  numbers  of  potential  clients  at  a 
CDC.  However,  our  experience  is  that,  in  spite  of  the  impact  of  individual  transfers, 
the  overall  demographics  of  a  unit  remain  relatively  constant  over  time.  This  as- 
sumes that  the  unit  billet  structure  does  not  change  and  the  pool  of  people  available 
to  fill  the  billets  remains  relatively  homogeneous.  Our  planning  and  justification 
process  attempts  to  ensure  that  the  CDC  will  continue  to  be  justified  in  the  future 
and  is  not  driven  solely  by  the  current  group  of  people  assigned  or  the  current  avail- 
ability of  affordable  care  in  the  area.  A  dependent  care  needs  assessments  will  be 
conducted  beginning  this  summer  to  identify  the  gaps,  by  location,  between  what 
our  people  need  and  what  is  available  in  the  local  communities. 

In  summary,  we  are  striving  to  develop  a  flexible  dependent  care  delivery  system 
which  meets  the  needs  of  our  people.  This  is  best  handled  by  providing  local  field 
commanders  with  a  range  of  options  based  upon  local  needs  and  available  solutions. 
These  include  options  such  as  expanded  At  Home  Care,  Family  Child  Care,  resource 
and  referral  networks,  negotiated  discounts  with  national  chains,  and  consortia  with 
other  organizations. 

CHILD   CARE   COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  a  1991  Coast  Guard  survey  found  that  the  average 
Coast  Guard  family  was  spending  about  $198  a  month  on  child 
care.  Is  that  too  much,  in  your  view,  necessitating  Coast  Guard  as- 
sistance? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  would  like  for  our  families  not  to  be  required  to  pay  more  than  10%  of  their 
total  gross  family  income  towards  child  care.  The  data  from  the  1991  Personnel  Sup- 
port Program  Survey  could  be  misleading  in  this  regard.  For  example,  the  question 
asking,  "What  is  the  average  amount  you  spend  each  month  for  child  care?"  should 
take  into  consideration  how  that  service  was  obtained.  The  least  expensive 
methods  .  .  .  neighbors  or  relatives,  alternating  with  a  spouse,  or  children  taking 
care  of  themselves  (i.e.,  latch  key  children)  .  .  .  were  reported  68%  of  the  tinie. 
This  reporting  of  less  than  desirable  or  possibly  inadequate  alternatives  would  sig- 
nificantly lower  the  overall  monthly  average  reported  in  the  survey.  Most  of  the 
people  actually  paying  for  child  care  services  would  likely  be  doing  so  at  a  signifi- 
cantly higher  rate. 

Among  those  members  who  do  have  to  pay  for  child  care,  the  greatest  burden  ap- 
pears to  be  on  our  junior  and  mid-grade  enlisted  personnel.  Even  using  the  low  1991 
figures,  third  class  petty  officers  (E-4)  who  had  to  pay  for  care  reported  that  they 
spent  an  average  of  $261.00  per  month  on  child  care.  For  E-4s  with  only  one  source 
of  income,  this  represented  over  17%  of  their  $1500.00  per  month  1991  salary.  Even 
with  a  spouse  making  $1000.00  per  month,  the  cost  of  child  care  would  have  been 
over  the  desired  10%  of  total  gross  family  income. 

The  Coast  Guard  needs  to  provide  assistance,  using  the  full  range  of  alternatives, 
to  ensure  access  to  affordable,  quality  child  care  for  all  of  our  personnel.  A  depend- 
ent care  needs  assessments  will  be  conducted  beginning  this  summer  to  identify  the 
gaps,  by  location,  between  what  our  people  need  and  what  is  available  in  the  local 
community.  This  needs  assessment  will  also  better  identify  the  current  costs  of  child 
care. 

Mr.  Carr.  Coast  Guard  surveys  also  show  that  about  40  percent 
of  Coast  Guard  spouses  maintained  full-time  employment.  I  believe 
this  is  lower  than  the  national  average,  and  especially  for  metro- 
politan areas. 

Is  it  a  problem  for  Coast  Guard  spouses  to  find  employment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  can  be  a  problem  depending  on  the  type  of  employment  and  particular  family 
circumstances.  Coast  Guard  families  move  on  average  every  three  to  four  years. 
This  mobility  can  effectively  restrict  the  ability  of  any  Coast  Guard  spouse  to  get  a 
management,  supervisor,  tenure,  or  other  career-track  job.  For  the  most  part,  Coast 
Guard  spouses  are  repeatedly  taking  lower  paying,  entry  level  jobs  at  each  new  loca- 
tion. Given  child  care,  transportation,  and  other  costs  associated  with  full-time  em- 
ployment, entry  level  jobs  often  do  not  offer  sufficient  compensation  to  make  full- 
time  employment  worthwhile. 
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Thirty-four  percent  of  Coast  Guard  spouses  are  employed  part-time.  This  type  em- 
ployment allows  enough  flexibility  for  the  spouse  to  manipulate  the  hours  and  days 
working  to  control  the  income/expense  ratio.  For  example,  the  spouse  can  work  eve- 
nings or  weekends  when  the  Coast  Guard  member  might  be  home  to  watch  the  chil- 
dren, thus  eliminating  the  expense  of  childcare.  But  often  this  choice  is  out  of  neces- 
sity, encroaching  on  important  family  time. 

One  of  the  elements  of  Work-Life's  relocation  assistance  program  is  to  explore 
ways  to  assist  Coast  Guard  spouses  with  employment  at  their  new  location  when  the 
Coast  Guard  member  is  reassigned. 

HOUSING  MAINTENANCE  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Carr.  This  study  also  found  that  contracting  delays  at  your 
Maintenance  and  Logistics  Commands  (MLCs)  have  resulted  in  ex- 
tended periods  without  housing  maintenance  and  repair  contracts 
in  place.  According  to  the  study,  this  has  resulted  in  major  housing 
maintenance  problems.  The  MLCs  were  established  for  manage- 
ment efficiency. 

Why  are  they  having  such  problems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Work-Life  Study  was  conducted  in  1991.  The  problems  concerning  housing 
maintenance  contracts  can  be  attributed  in  part  to  the  startup  and  consolidation  of 
functions  at  the  MLCs  which  were  established  in  the  late  1980's.  The  situation  has 
since  improved.  The  MLCs  are  now  staffed  to  better  handle  housing  maintenance 
contracts.  Statements  of  Work  have  been  better  defined  to  suit  the  needs  of  our 
people,  and  as  contracts  of  this  type  became  more  routine,  the  efficiency  of  the  serv- 
ice improved. 

HEALTH  CARE 

Mr.  Carr.  a  large  majority  of  survey  respondents  cited  medical 
and  dental  care  as  a  problem,  and  28  percent  of  the  focus  groups 
rated  it  as  their  number  one  priority. 

Why  is  health  care  perceived  as  so  poor  by  Coast  Guardsmen  and 
their  families,  and  what  is  being  done  about  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Due  to  the  geographic  dispersion  and  small  size  of  many  Coast  Guard  units,  44% 
of  the  Coast  Guard's  health  care  beneficiary  population  work  and  reside  outside  of 
military  treatment  facility  catchment  areas.  On  a  percentage  basis,  this  is  roughly 
twice  that  of  the  other  armed  forces.  In  response  to  this,  the  Coast  Guard  has  estab- 
lished an  information  and  assistance  network  and  various  educational  programs  to 
disseminate  health  care  information  and  provide  direct  assistance  to  beneficiaries  in 
obtaining  general  and  specialty  health  care.  The  Coast  Guard  has  also  instituted 
several  health  care  pilot  projects  outside  of  military  treatment  facility  catchment 
areas.  These  projects  were  designed  to  offer  primary  and  specialty  care  to  active 
duty  personnel  and  their  dependents  at  rates  equal  to  or  below  that  of  CHAMPUS 
with  no  patient  claims  filing  and  reduced  out-of-pocket  expenses. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  taken  action  on  several  Health  Care  Delivery  System  Study 
recommendations  to  improve  care.  For  example,  to  expand  care  availability  and  pro- 
vider capacity  in  a  number  of  higher  volume  clinics,  the  Coast  Guard  has  reallo- 
cated more  mid-level  providers  such  as  physician  assistants  and  nurse  practitioners. 
The  Health  Services  Technician  rating  has  been  modified  with  the  addition  of  a  new 
category  called  Health  Services  Technician/Dental,  to  train  dental  assistants  and 
allow  the  great  majority  of  Health  Services  Technicians  to  concentrate  solely  on 
medical  care.  A  prerequisite  for  all  new  physician  hires  is  residency  training  in 
family  practice  or  internal  medicine.  Clinic  performance  is  now  closely  monitored 
through  regularly  scheduled  quality  assurance  visits  tied  to  a  Coast  Guard-wide 
clinic  certification  standard. 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  justifications  (page  37),  you  are  re- 
questing a  5.9  percent  increase  for  health  care  costs.  However, 
those  costs  have  risen  by  10  percent  in  each  of  the  past  two  fiscal 
years. 
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With  this  request,  will  you  be  falling  farther  behind  in  your  abil- 
ity to  meet  the  health  care  needs  of  your  people? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  5.9%  increase  in  the  FY94  health  care  budget  you  calculate  reflects  only  the 
extraordinary  health  care  cost  increase  request  and  does  not  include  an  anticipated 
non-pay  COLA  increase  of  $3.160M.  The  total  of  the  extraordinary  health  care  cost 
increase  and  non-pay  COLA  (with  non-recurring  reimbursements  and  refunds  fac- 
tored in)  amounts  to  an  8.6%  increase  in  the  FY94  health  care  budget.  This  increase 
will  be  sufficient  because  CHAMPUS  costs  have  not  increased  as  rapidly  due  to  the 
higher  CHAMPUS  deductible. 

ALCOHOL  ABUSERS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  number  of  alcohol  abusers  released  from  the 
Coast  Guard  continues  to  grow,  from  69  in  1989  to  116  in  1990. 
However,  according  to  the  work-life  study,  the  Coast  Guard  does 
not  adequately  identify  or  counsel  individuals  with  alcohol  abuse 
problems.  Why  is  this? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  number  of  personnel  separated  from  the  Coast  Guard  for  alcohol-related 
causes  has  grown  primarily  due  to  a  greater  emphasis  on  identifying  and  treating 
members  found  to  be  alcohol  dependent  or  alcohol  abusers.  As  more  personnel  are 
identified  and  treated,  the  number  of  treatment  failures  (and  subsequent  adminis- 
trative discharges)  increases  as  well.  The  number  of  personnel  treated  for  alcohol- 
related  problems  grew  from  96  in  1989  to  263  in  1991,  and  it  continues  currently  at 
the  rate  of  about  250-300  per  year.  However,  the  percentage  of  personnel  who  have 
been  treated  and  were  ultimately  discharged  for  alcohol-related  problenis  has  de- 
creased as  the  Coast  Guard  has  become  more  aggressive  and  successful  in  its  alcohol 
rehabilitation  program.  No  member  of  the  Coast  Guard  is  discharged  for  alcohol- 
related  problems  without  being  afforded  the  opportunity  for  treatment  at  govern- 
ment expense. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  significantly  increased  the  number  of  unit  Collateral  Duty 
Alcohol  Representatives  (CDARs)  over  the  past  few  years,  with  the  goal  to  provide  a 
CDAR  at  every  major  unit  (i.e.,  those  with  50  plus  personnel).  These  personnel  func- 
tion at  the  local  level  and  are  responsible  for  identifying,  counselling,  and  assisting 
in  the  treatment  of  personnel  with  alcohol-related  problems.  The  increased  number 
of  CDARs  has  resulted  in  a  far  more  successful  alcohol-treatment  program. 

In  June  1992,  management  of  the  alcohol  rehabilitation  program  was  transferred 
to  the  Wellness  Programs  Branch.  Since  alcohol  abuse  is  both  a  medical  and  life- 
style issue,  the  Wellness  Program's  emphasis  on  education,  choice  and  health  pro- 
motion is  best  suited  to  addressing  alcohol-related  health  issues.  The  Wellness  Pro- 
gram emphasizes  prevention  of  alcohol  abuse  as  part  of  its  strategy.  A  bold,  new 
campaign  titled,  "It's  Okay  Not  To  Drink,"  in  which  both  abstinence  and  modera- 
tion in  drinking  are  stressed,  is  being  implemented.  Unit-level,  collateral  duty  per- 
sonnel tasked  with  implementing  unit  wellness  programs  receive  training  in  alcohol 
abuse  as  part  of  their  wellness  qualification  course.  Furthermore,  all  full-time  dis- 
trict Wellness  Coordinators  are  tasked  with  assisting  in  implementing  the  program 
in  prevention  of  alcohol  abuse  in  their  geographic  area  of  responsibility. 

In  June  1993,  the  Coast  Guard  will  convene  a  major  study  group  to  focus  on  all 
medical  and  administrative  issues  related  to  alcohol.  This  study  group  will  make 
recommendations  for  improvement  after  reviewing  the  following:  personnel  policies; 
strategies  for  identifying  alcohol  abusers  and  alcohol  dependent  personnel;  treat- 
ment plans  for  active  duty  members;  treatment  opportunities  for  co-dependent 
spouses  of  active  duty  members;  prevention  of  alcohol  abuse;  training  and  education 
in  alcohol  abuse;  and  the  sale  of  alcoholic  beverages  in  Coast  Guard  clubs  and  retail 
outlets. 

In  April  1993,  a  servicewide  survey  on  alcohol  use  and  attitudes  on  alcohol  policy 
was  distributed  to  1600  randomly  selected  active  duty  personnel.  Recipients  respond- 
ed anonymously.  The  survey  questions  were  identical  to  those  used  by  DOD  in  its 
1992  Worldwide  Substance  Abuse  questionnaire.  Over  750  responses  have  been  re- 
ceived to  date  and  are  being  analyzed  to  quantify  the  scope  of  alcohol  use  in  the 
Coast  Guard  and  perceptions  of  its  policies  on  alcohol  treatment  and  administration 
of  personnel  with  alcohol-related  problems. 
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Mr.  Carr.  The  study  indicates  that  military  personnel  are  less 
likely  than  civilians  to  admit  alcohol  abuse  problems  out  of  fear  of 
disciplinary  action  or  negative  impact  on  their  career.  The  vast  ma- 
jority of  the  Coast  Guard's  management  positions  are  held  by  mili- 
tary personnel. 

What  is  being  done  to  surface  the  alcohol  abuse  problems  of  mili- 
tary personnel  more  effectively? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  is  now  more  aggressive  in  both  identifying  and  treating  person- 
nel with  alcohol-related  problems.  A  significant  increase  in  the  number  of  unit  level 
Collateral  Duty  Alcohol  Representatives  has  resulted  in  an  increase  in  the  number 
of  personnel  receiving  alcohol  treatment.  As  part  of  the  new  Work-Life  Employee 
Assistance  Program,  active  duty  personnel  may  now  seek  confidential  assistance 
from  professional  counsellors  for  alcohol-related  problems.  These  counsellors  may, 
with  the  consent  of  the  active  duty  member,  refer  the  member  for  treatment  within 
the  Coast  Guard's  program  for  alcohol  abuse  or  dependence.  The  confidentiality  of 
the  initial  request  for  assistance  has  been  effective  in  getting  active  duty  personnel 
to  seek  voluntary  treatment.  Expectations  are  that  as  this  opportunity  becomes 
widely  known,  more  personnel  will  seek  assistance  through  this  avenue.  The  admin- 
istration of  the  alcohol  rehabilitation  program  has  been  transferred  to  the  Wellness 
Programs  Branch  for  increased  emphasis  on  prevention  of  alcohol  abuse  and  more 
responsible  approaches  toward  alcohol  use.  Additionally,  an  epidemiological  study  of 
alcohol  use  by  active  duty  personnel  has  been  initiated;  this  study  will  review  their 
attitudes  towards  drinking  and  their  view  of  Coast  Guard  alcohol  policies.  A  preven- 
tion campaign  titled,  "It's  Okay  Not  to  Drink"  has  been  implemented.  The  Coast 
Guard  will  convene  a  formal  study  group  to  review  all  policies  related  to  alcohol, 
including  identification  and  treatment  of  personnel  with  alcohol-related  problems. 

EXCHANGE  SALE  OF  ALCOHOLIC  BEVERAGES 

Mr.  Carr.  Military  personnel  are  allowed  to  purchase  items  at 
the  Coast  Guard's  retail  exchanges,  managed  as  part  of  the  morale, 
welfare  and  recreation  [MWR)  program.  It  was  disturbing  to  find 
out  last  year  that  24  percent  of  the  revenues  at  these  exchanges 
were  from  the  sale  of  alcoholic  beverages.  This  compares  to  only 
about  6  percent  in  DOD  exchanges. 

Doesn't  this  high  sale  of  alcoholic  beverages  undermine  the 
intent  of  your  wellness  program  and  send  mixed  signals  to  any 
military  personnel  with  an  alcohol  abuse  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  average  percentage  of  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  alcoholic  beverages 
has  been  20%  over  the  past  two  years.  Relative  to  DOD,  our  exchanges  have  much 
smaller  inventories  and  significantly  less  variety,  thus  alcohol  sales  tend  to  com- 
prise a  greater  percentage  of  the  total  sales. 

Since  our  Wellness  Programs  have  been  extremely  successful,  it  does  not  appear 
that  exchange  sales  of  alcoholic  beverages  have  had  a  negative  impact  upon  our 
goal  of  improved  health  and  well-being  for  our  members.  We  continue  to  monitor 
the  trends  closely,  but  we  don't  believe  we  are  sending  mixed  signals  to  our  person- 
nel with  alcohol  abuse  problems.  In  addition,  we  will  be  convening  a  major  study 
group  in  June  1993  that  will  focus  specifically  on  the  medical  and  administrative 
issues  related  to  alcohol.  This  group  will  review  all  of  our  policies,  including  those 
related  to  the  sale  of  alcoholic  beverages  in  Coast  Guard  clubs  and  retail  outlets.  We 
continue  to  attempt  to  quickly  identify  personnel  that  have  alcohol  related  problems 
and  get  them  help  as  soon  as  possible.  Once  they  come  forward  or  are  otherwise 
identified  as  having  a  problem,  they  undergo  extensive  rehabilitation  treatment  pro- 
grams where  they  learn  how  to  resist  both  direct  and  indirect  inducements  to  use 
alcohol. 

For  record  purposes.  Coast  Guard  Retail  Exchanges  are  not  a  part  of  the  Morale, 
Welfare,  and  Recreation  (MWR)  program.  However,  they  are  part  of  the  Coast 
Guard  members'  non-pay  compensation  benefit  package  and  they  contribute  a  ma- 
jority of  their  profits  to  support  the  MWR  program. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  taken  any  specific  steps  to  reduce  the  per- 
centage of  exchange  sales  resulting  from  alcoholic  beverages? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Our  retail  policy  that  alcoholic  beverages  cannot  be  priced  below  the  private 
sector  by  more  than  10%  on  any  like  item  has  been  reemphasized  to  our  exchange 
managers.  In  addition,  individual  exchanges  are  expanding  into  other  lines  of  mer- 
chandise and  increasing  the  alternative  (nonalcoholic)  beverage  inventories.  This  in- 
creased variety  of  merchandise  should  reduce  the  percentage  of  sales  that  alcoholic 
beverages  currently  maintain  while  still  supporting  overall  exchange  profitability. 

EXCHANGE  SALE  OF  TOBACCO  PRODUCTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  your  exchanges  sell  tobacco  products,  and  if  so,  is 
that  likewise  inconsistent  with  your  wellness  policy? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  our  exchanges  do  sell  tobacco  products.  However,  to  assist  with  our  anti-to- 
bacco efforts  and  still  offer  our  customers  the  products  they  want,  we  have  imple- 
mented a  systemwide  prohibition  on  public  advertising  (e.g.,  sales  flyers,  newspaper 
ads,  etc.)  and  within-store  advertising  of  tobacco  products.  Tobacco  product  displays 
have  been  physically  relocated  away  from  the  check-out  counters  to  the  rear  of  the 
exchanges.  Coupled  with  our  wellness  program's  smoking  cessation  efforts,  these  in- 
tentional steps  to  reduce  promotion  of  tobacco  products  have  contributed  towards 
the  huge  success  of  our  smoking  cessation  and  wellness  programs.  In  addition,  our 
ban  on  smoking  in  virtually  all  enclosed  spaces  on  Coast  Guard  units  has  earned  us, 
by  far,  the  lowest  cigarette  usage  rate  of  all  the  armed  services.  Recent  survey  data 
from  a  representative  sample  of  active  duty  personnel  revealed  a  smoking  rate  of 
only  20%,  compared  to  over  40%  for  most  of  the  other  branches,  and  25%  for  the 
U.S.  population  in  general. 

CIVILIAN  EMPLOYEE  CONCERNS 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  study,  the  perception  exists  among 
the  Coast  Guard's  civilian  employees  that  they  are  second-class  citi- 
zens. The  study  notes  that  virtually  all  top  management  positions 
are  held  by  military  personnel,  there  are  artificially  created  bar- 
riers or  distinctions  between  military  and  civilian  employees  that 
are  not  required  in  law  or  regulation,  and  civilians  pay  higher  fees 
for  sponsored  recreational  and  social  activities. 

What  can  be  done  to  make  your  civilian  work  force  feel  more 
like  a  valued  member  of  the  Coast  Guard  team,  rather  than 
"second-class  citizens"? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  has  been  a  concerted  effort  over  the  last  few  years  to  increase  the  number 
of  upper  level  (GS/GM  13-15)  positions  to  provide  more  opportunities  for  our  civil- 
ian members  to  assume  senior  management  and  leadership  positions.  In  addition,  a 
Flag  level  military  position  has  been  converted  to  a  civilian  Senior  Executive  Serv- 
ice (SES)  position  and  our  SES  strength  is  now  at  ten;  higher  than  ever  before. 
These  substantial  changes  should  clearly  modify  earlier  perceptions  and  reflect  im- 
proved career  opportunities  for  civilians. 

The  Coast  Guard  follows  DoD  directives  in  establishing  authorized  patronage  for 
MWR  activities.  The  Coast  Guard's  policy  on  user  fees  for  Morale,  Welfare,  and 
Recreation  (MWR)  Category  C  activities  does  not  differentiate  between  civilian  and 
military  members.  The  only  MWR  activity  category  authorized  for  civilian  patron- 
age is  Category  C,  Business  (Revenue  Generating)  Activities,  i.e.,  bowling  alleys,  golf 
courses,  recreational  quarters,  etc.  Recreational  or  social  events  sponsored  by  MWR 
programs  are  generally  Category  B,  Basic  Community  Support,  activities,  i.e.,  ticket 
programs,  arts  and  crafts  classes,  etc.  Category  B  activities  are  limited  by  policy  to 
military  members  and  their  dependents.  However,  Commanding  Officers  have  au- 
thorized civilian  participation  in  those  activities  that  foster  the  Coast  Guard  Family 
concept,  e.g..  Coast  Guard  Day  Picnic.  Different  fees  may  apply  when  an  exception 
is  made  for  civilian  participation  in  Category  B  activities  due  to  the  use  of  non-ap- 
propriated funds  supporting  these  activities.  Per  DoD  directive,  non-appropriated 
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funds  are  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  military  members,  their  dependents,  and 
authorized  civilians  who  generated  the  funds.  Within  the  Coast  Guard,  non-appro- 
priated funds  are  generated  through  the  Exchange  System.  Since  patronage  is  limit- 
ed to  military  members,  their  dependents,  and  authorized  civilian  employees,  we  are 
restricted  from  using  non-appropriated  funds  to  offset  costs  for  civilian  participation 
in  MWR  activities  (except  for  the  aforementioned  civilians  who  are  authorized  ex- 
change privileges). 

Further,  under  the  Commandant's  Work-Life  Program,  a  number  of  actions  have 
already  been  initiated  that  will  benefit  all  members  of  the  team,  military  and  civil- 
ian, and  which  will  enhance  teamwork,  cohesion,  and  the  identity  of  civilians  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  total  team.  Actions  on  the  civilian  side  include: 

Incorporation  of  civilian  personnel  management  training  into  military  manage- 
ment courses. 

Development  of  a  rotational  assignment  program  for  higher  level  civilian  mangers 
to  increase  their  experience  and  development. 

Review  of  all  civilian  positions  to  ensure  that  they  are  properly  classified. 

Improved  opportunities  and  increased  funding  for  civilian  training  and  postgradu- 
ate education. 

Training  support  for  lower  level  employees,  and  use  of  cooperative  education, 
upward  mobility,  and  management  intern  programs  were  possible. 

Encouragement  of  greater  recognition  for  civilian  accomplishments;  making  great- 
er use  of  the  reward  systems. 

Development  of  a  guide  which  explains  to  civilians  the  full  range  of  benefits  and 
services  provided  them  as  Coast  Guard  employees. 

Development  of  benefit  libraries  throughout  the  country,  containing  pamphlets, 
videos,  and  other  materials  which  provide  detailed  information  to  employees  about 
their  benefits  and  entitlements. 

Development  of  a  "pilot"  civilian  advisory  council  at  Headquarters  and  a  determi- 
nation of  its  effectiveness  for  possible  extension  to  field  units. 

Mr.  Carr.  Civilian  personnel  do  not  feel  they  have  an  advocate 
for  their  concerns  at  the  top  of  the  Coast  Guard  organization. 
Should  a  special  position  be  created? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Although  we  don't  believe  that  a  special  position  is  required,  we  are  currently  de- 
veloping plans  to  establish  a  Civilian  Advisory  Council  under  the  Chief  of  Staff.  A 
volunteer  group  of  civilians  provided  recommendations  on  the  structure,  objectives 
and  implementation  of  the  council.  The  Civilian  Advisory  Council  will  enhance  bi- 
directional communication  between  civilian  employees  and  top  management,  and 
improve  morale,  productivity  and  recognition  of  the  civilian  workforce.  The  Council 
will  also  provide  a  forum  for  new  ideas  and  innovative  programs  in  the  human  rela- 
tions arena.  The  Council  will  be  implemented  this  fiscal  year.  After  a  one-year  pilot 
program  at  Headquarters,  it  will  be  evaluated  for  implementation  Coast  Guard- 
wide. 

ACQUISITION,  CONSTRUCTION,  AND  IMPROVEMENT  BUDGET 

Mr.  McDade.  Last  year  the  Bush  administration  requested  $414 
million  for  Coast  Guard  acquisition,  construction,  and  improvement 
and  the  committee  reduced  the  request  by  $70  million.  To  what 
extent  does  the  fiscal  year  1994  request  of  $414  million  add  back 
the  committee  reductions  in  the  fiscal  year  1993  bill? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  reconsidered  all  projects  that  were  reduced  or  eliminated  in  the  FY  1993  Ap- 
propriation for  inclusion  in  the  FY  1994  request.  Due  to  the  dependent  relationship 
between  some  AC&I  projects  and  the  fact  that  most  projects  involve  progressive  de- 
velopment rather  than  piece  part  production,  we  couldn't  simply  add  the  $70  mil- 
lion FY  1993  reduction  back  into  the  FY  1994  request.  We  revalidated  requirements 
and  updated  cost  and  schedule  data  for  all  projects  that  were  reduced  or  not  funded 
in  FY  1993.  Then  we  considered  these  projects  against  the  proposed  FY  1994  0MB 
stage  request  and  prioritized  the  list  of  all  project  shortfalls  that  would  fit  into  the 
FY  1994  (AC&I)  level  of  the  President's  request.  While  we  reassess  our  requirements 
annually  in  light  of  current  funding  limits,  the  pace  of  capital  investment  for  the 


1182 

Coast  Guard  is  lower  than  it  should  be.  However,  I  am  satisfied  with  the  upward 
trend  established  in  this  year's  request. 

CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  McDade.  In  terms  of  the  capital  improvements  of  the  Coast 
Guard,  are  you  as  the  Commandant  satisfied  with  the  pace  of  re- 
placement and  upkeep  of  the  Coast  Guard's  assets? 

What  are  the  long-term  impacts  on  the  Coast  Guard  if  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  1993  levels  for  AC&I  are  maintained  or  decreased? 

[The  information  follows:] 

I  am  satisfied  with  the  upward  trend  established  in  this  year's  request,  however 
the  Coast  Guard  will  be  severely  challenged  to  meet  our  future  needs  if  the  trend  is 
not  sustained.  The  pace  of  capital  investment  should  allow  for  the  replacement  of 
facilities  or  capabilities  within  their  planned  service  lives  to  avoid  capital  shortfalls 
and/or  interruption  of  public  services.  If  we  were  to  recapitalize  our  $18  billion  cap- 
ital plant  at  the  annual  rate  of  the  FY93  enacted  level  ($340  million)  it  would  take 
more  than  50  years  to  complete.  This  creates  a  dilemma  in  that  many  of  our  facili- 
ties will  reach  the  end  of  their  service  life  before  they  can  be  replaced.  In  the  past, 
we  have  relied  on  phasing  or  stretching  projects  out  and  on  occasion,  have  been  the 
recipient  of  supplemental  funding.  However,  these  options  become  problematic  over 
the  rest  of  this  decade.  Capital  supplements  from  other  sources  (DOD)  have  not  been 
available  over  the  past  three  years  and  the  future  hold  little  promise  of  a  shift  in 
this  trend.  Further  capital  replacement  needs  (C-130,  High  Endurance  Cutter/ 
Medium  Endurance  Cutter)  at  the  turn  of  the  century  demand  that  we  get  the  cur- 
rent wave  of  capital  replacement  behind  us;  no  room  exists  to  defer  current  asset 
replacement  projects. 

I  estimate  a  funding  level  of  between  $500  and  $550  million  is  required  over  the 
next  six  years  to  support  the  current  level  of  AC&I  service  and  currently  approved 
acquisition  projects.  This  level  would  allow  major  acquisitions  to  remain  on  schedule 
but  would  not  allow  any  growth  in  our  Shore  and  Personnel  accounts,  two  areas 
that  must  be  improved  if  we  are  to  make  sustained  progress  in  recapitalizing  our 
$18  billion  capital  plant.  The  long  term  effects  of  being  constrained  to  current  levels 
is  that  most  of  these  projects  will  have  to  be  stretched  indefinitely  into  the  future, 
greatly  increasing  government  acquisition  costs  and  costs  of  continued  operation  of 
inefficient  facilities. 

Mr.  McDade.  What  are  your  priorities  in  capital  maintenance 
and  replacement? 

[The  information  follows:] 

My  overall  priority  is  to  maintain  a  capital  plant  which  is  capable  of  supporting 
Coast  Guard  mission  execution.  We  estimate  the  replacement  value  of  the  current 
plant  to  be  approximately  $18  billion.  Accordingly,  our  goal  is  to  sustain  a  funding 
level  which  will  allow  recapitalization  of  our  facilities  within  their  planned  service 
lives  to  avoid  capital  shortfalls  and/or  interruption  of  service  to  the  public.  Consist- 
ent with  that  philosophy,  our  capital  investment  priorities  for  the  remainder  of  the 
decade  include: 

(1)  Replacing  an  aging  buoy  tender  fleet  consisting  of  Seagoing  and  Coastal  Buoy 
Tenders  and  buoy  boats  (BISL), 

(2)  Meeting  the  OPA  90  requirements  to  provide  Vessel  Traffic  Services  to  select- 
ed ports  and  waterways, 

(3)  Ensuring  our  capability  to  meet  SAR  and  Law  Enforcement  requirements 
through  the  completion  of  the  47'  MLB  and  the  82'  WPB  capability  replacement 
projects, 

(4)  Concluding  the  acquisition  of  our  Jayhawk  helicopters, 

(5)  Continuing  the  Major  Maintenance  Availability  on  the  210  foot  WMEC  fleet, 

(6)  Maintaining  our  aging  shore  plant, 

(7)  Developing  information  resource  technology  to  enhance  the  effectiveness  of 
Coast  Guard  operating  and  support  programs,  and 

(8)  Developing  sound,  requirements-based  information  systems  in  conjunction  with 
reengineered  business  practices  which  are  capable  of  enhancing  our  corporate 
knowledge  base. 
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WORK-LIFE  INITIATIVES 

Mr.  McDade.  What  are  the  work-life  initiatives  that  you  have 
implemented  to  date  and  what  are  the  costs  associated  with  each 
initiative? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Work-Life  Study  made  180  recommendations  cutting  across  six  service  areas. 
The  thrust  of  these  recommendations  is  supported  independently  by  the  GAO  report 
"The  Changing  Workforce"  which  looked  at  federal  and  non-federal  Work/Family 
programs.  Work-Life  is  also  consistent  with  the  Family  Leave  Bill. 

Our  resource  investment  is  detailed  below  and  includes  approximately  $8.1  mil- 
lion (recurring  and  nonrecurring  funds)  and  131  personnel.  This  level  of  support  is 
consistent  with,  yet  still  below  that  level  provided  by  DOD  and  many  private  corpo- 
rations. Personnel  resources  are  primarily  positioned  in  Work-Life  staffs  to  aid  the 
delivery  of  services  and  information  to  Coast  Guard  employees  and  their  families. 
This  investment  in  our  people  is  expected  to  reap  recurring  long  term  benefits  in 
improved  productivity,  and  reduced  recruiting  and  training  costs.  Highlights  of  ini- 
tiatives and  a  summary  of  costs  are  attached. 
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WORK-LIFE  SUMMARY 
Initiatives  &  Costs  to  Date 


Service  Area 

Health  Care  and 
Wellness 


Individual  &  Family 
Support . . . 
Intervention 


Relocation. 


Dependent 
Support . 


Advancement , 
Education,  & 
Training. . . 


Special 
Services. 


Initiative  Highlights 

♦  Created  CG-wlde  Wellness 
Program 

♦  Increased  member  and 
family  understanding  and 
awareness  of  health  care 
services 

♦  Expand  Employee  Assistance 
Program  to  Include  all 
military,  civilians  and 
their  dependents. 

♦  Enhance  Family  Programs 
Administrator  role  to 
Include  mental  health 
/life  skills  counselling 

♦  Created  a  relocation 
program. 

♦  Match  relocation 
entitlements  and 
assistance  to  identified 
need. 

♦  Move  2  POVs  on  PCS  move 

♦  Increase  TLA  for  up  to  10 
days 

♦  Improve  child  care 
programs 

♦  Improve  volunteer 
Ombudsman  program 

♦  Increase  child  care  and 
elder  care  options 

♦  Increase  training 
opportunities  for  junior 
personnel . 

♦  Increase  educational 
opportunities  for  senior 
civilians. 

♦  Reduce  discriminators 
between  military  & 
civilian  employees. 

♦  Offer  equal  access  to 
civilian  employees  for 
morale  and  recreation 
programs  to  the  extent  of 
the  law. 

Total 


Pers. 


O&M  SS 

(000) 
28     $495 


25   $1,507 


35   $3,032 


f 


i 


23 


$761 


20   $2,329 


0     $000 


131   $8,124 
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EXCHANGE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  McDade.  How  has  the  Coast  Guard  implemented  last  year's 
congressional  directive  to  reduce  appropriated  funds  support  to  the 
Coast  Guard  Exchange  System  and  Morale,  Welfare,  and  Recrea- 
tion programs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Coast  Guard  has  taken  immediate  steps  to  implement  the  base  reduction  of 
appropriated  funds  support  to  the  Coast  Guard  Exchange  System  (CGES)  and,  ulti- 
mately, Morale,  Welfare  and  Recreation  (MWR)  Programs.  Consistent  with  last 
year's  congressional  report  language,  a  moratorium  on  the  use  of  appropriated 
funds  for  construction,  renovation  and  repair  of  Coast  Guard  Exchange  retail  facili- 
ties has  been  established.  This  direct  reduction  in  appropriated  funds  support  will 
result  in  the  requirement  for  non-appropriated  fund  sources  to  absorb  these  costs 
with  a  concurrent  reduction  in  net  profits.  Since  a  majority  of  available  CGES  profit 
is  distributed  to  MWR,  this  decrease  in  net  profit  will  also  reduce  the  amount  of 
non-appropriated  funds  available  to  support  the  MWR  program.  We  have  also  in- 
creased management  scrutiny  of  expenditures  resulting  in  additional  cost  shifts 
from  appropriated  fund  to  non-appropriated  fund  sources. 

However,  the  congressional  report  language  that  initiated  the  aforementioned 
moratorium  is  of  significant  concern,  particularly  in  the  long  term.  It  effectively 
places  the  Coast  Guard  exchange  system  and  supported  MWR  program  at  a  further 
disadvantage  relative  to  the  DoD  systems.  Now,  not  only  will  we  continue  to  lack 
the  economies  of  scale  enjoyed  by  DoD  and  be  required  to  maintain  a  relatively 
large  number  of  small  geographically  dispersed  exchanges,  but  the  report  language 
further  restricts  us  in  providing  the  appropriated  support  that  DoD  currently 
enjoys. 

In  order  to  remain  consistent  with  the  other  military  exchange  systems,  CGES 
policy  and  directives  (with  the  exception  of  the  moratorium)  follow  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Exchange  Regulations,  which  are  promulgated  by  DoD.  These  regulations  pro- 
vide the  foundation  for  each  military  service's  exchange  system  policies.  The  elimi- 
nation of  the  use  of  appropriated  funds  support  for  the  construction,  renovation,  and 
repair  of  CGES  facilities  is  inconsistent  with  DoD  policy,  which  permits  appropri- 
ated funds  support  for  maintenance  and  repair  of  the  physical  plant.  CGES/MWR 
programs  are  part  of  a  CG  member's  total  compensation  package,  as  they  are  for 
the  DoD  components.  The  pay,  allowances,  travel  regulations,  and  benefits  for  Coast 
Guard  members  are  identical  to  those  of  DoD  personnel.  Any  difference  in  the  rules 
governing  the  use  of  appropriated  funds  to  support  our  exchanges  that  results  in  a 
drop  in  exchange  profitability  and  MWR  contributions,  puts  the  Coast  Guard 
member  at  a  disadvantage  in  their  total  compensation  package,  when  compared  to 
their  DoD  counterpart.  On  a  per  capita  funding  basis,  our  personnel  already  receive 
MWR  benefits  and  services  at  a  level  far  below  that  of  their  DoD  counterparts.  We 
should  be  allowed  to  support  our  exchanges,  and  thereby  our  people,  in  a  manner  at 
least  consistent  with  DoD. 

HAITIAN  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  McDade.  Please  update  recent  Coast  Guard  activities  off  the 
coast  of  Haiti  and  the  anticipated  fiscal  year  1993  costs  associated 
with  the  operation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  direct  repatriation  policy  and  an  increased  Coast  Guard  presence  has  been 
successful  in  deterring  migrants  from  taking  to  sea  in  unsafe  boats.  There  have 
been  no  interdictions  by  Operation  ABLE  MANNER  units  since  January  25,  1993, 
10  days  after  the  start  of  the  operation.  Since  the  September  1991  coup  d'etat,  ap- 
proximately 42,000  Haitians  have  been  interdicted.  Currently,  there  are  adequate 
cutters  and  aircraft  directly  involved  in  Operation  ABLE  MANNER  to  deter  and/or 
interdict  Haitian  migrants  under  the  current  threat  level.  Operations  are  coordinat- 
ed through  an  interagency  process  with  Department  of  State,  Immigration  and  Nat- 
uralization Service  and  Department  of  Defense.  Incremental  costs  for  FY-93  total 
approximately  $5.7M  as  of  6  May  1993.  Total  FY93  costs  are  dependent  on  the  situa- 
tion in  Haiti  and  the  level  of  Coast  Guard  presence  required  to  deter  migrants. 
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EMERGING  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  ACT  OF  1993 

Mr.  McDade.  What  is  the  impact  on  the  Coast  Guard  of  proposed 
legislation  entitled,  The  Emerging  Telecommunications  Technology 
Act  of  1993? 

[The  informaiton  follows:] 

The  Act  requires  a  minimum  of  2000MHz  of  radio  spectrum  to  be  transferred 
from  Federal  government  to  non-government  use.  The  purpose  of  the  Act  is  to  spur 
growth  in  US  telecommunications  industry.  Thirty  MHz  w^ill  be  transferred  immedi- 
ately and  the  remainder  will  be  transferred  over  several  years.  The  Coast  Guard 
expects  to  lose  a  minimum  of  53  microwave  assignments  through  the  loss  of  this 
spectrum.  The  missions  affected  will  include:  microwave  systems  in  Vessel  Traffic 
Service,  VHF  National  Distress  System,  and  San  Francisco  Command  and  Control. 
There  are  no  provisions  in  the  Act  to  protect  or  exempt  channels  used  for  safety  of 
life.  The  only  exemptions  are  for  spectrum  used  by  federal  power  utilities. 

The  estimated  cost  of  transferring  Coast  Guard  operations  to  other  telecommuni- 
cations circuits  is  $10.6M  non-recurring  and  $2.3M  recurring.  The  Coast  Guard's 
costs  may  exceed  $100M  if  all  spectrum  being  reviewed  is  taken. 

The  spectrum  chosen  for  transfer  will  be  recommended  by  a  newly-established 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  to  the  Commerce  Secretary,  FCC  &  Congress.  There  is 
no  direct  process  available  to  inform  the  Advisory  Committee  of  the  impact  to  the 
Coast  Guard.  The  Act  limits  Federal  representation  to  Commerce  plus  one  agency. 
Although  that  agency  is  yet  to  be  selected,  many  agencies  agree  that  DOD  should  be 
the  representative  to  the  advisory  committee  since  they  are  most  affected.  The  In- 
terdepartment  Radio  Advisory  Committee  could  ease  the  problem  of  limited  repre- 
sentation if  consulted  by  the  advisory  committee. 

ICEBREAKER  REPLACEMENT 

Mr.  McDade.  With  respect  to  the  polar  icebreaker  procurement, 
how  does  the  Coast  Guard  expect  a  shipyard  to  reduce  its  bid  price 
significantly  if  it  is  not  free  to  make  some  safe  but  innovative 
design  and  equipment  changes? 

[The  informaiton  follows: 

The  U.S.  Navy  is  acquiring  the  polar  icebreaker  replacement  for  the  Coast  Guard 
using  a  competition  between  the  two  shipyards  that  competed  on  the  previous  solici- 
tation. That  solicitation  was  very  detailed  in  it's  requirements. 

The  previously  used  Contract  Design  was  converted  to  a  much  less  detailed,  di- 
mensionless  Specification  of  Requirements  (SOR).  An  SOR  permits  the  shipbuilders 
much  greater  flexibility  and  encourages  innovation  to  meet  the  government's  mini- 
mum performance  requirements.  Within  the  performance,  reliability,  and  safety 
constraints  of  the  SOR,  the  shipyards  are  free  to  develop  their  own  design  solutions. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  have  been  most  generous  with  your  time  now  for 
two  days.  You  and  your  staff  have  been  most  cooperative. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention  and  your  patience  and 
look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

Admiral  Kime.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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